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\\\\\ . | Two modes of linguistic analysis, involving abstragt‘deep

\\\\structures (generally associated with generative semantics) and surface-
(..
/ lﬁke deep structures (generally associated with interpretive semantics),

{‘ aﬁe avai%able with little to tell. us about which 1s right. In addition
. .__,,! vt

tqere arp et least three types of rule ordering conotraints that can be

Ve

iwcorporatei into grammars (&ll xules extrinsically ordered, some rules \
z .
extrinsically ordered, and no rules extrinsically ordered). Constraining e

li guistic metatheory by demanding.that it allow the construction of
grinmars for all the frequently occurring idiolects of standard American
Engiish, is shown to narrow the choices. among these cone/;ing theoretical \

positions. In this way data from a nonhomogeneous speech community are \

\
used to illuminate rather than cloud a theoretical question. : '

e e
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\ ' While-clauses are taken as exemplary of the class uf English
adverbial clauses in general and temporal clauses in particular. In sur-

.ace‘structure, while-clauses are shown to be Chomsky adjoined to ‘the verb

phrase if postposed and to be attached directly to the*S-node 1f preposed

\ or medial. Followirng M. Geis (1970) the internal structure -is shown to be '
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that of an adverbial relative clause., A rule of 0bliqu° Lqui-NPbDelétion
“\\\*/ is motivated to :count for subjectless while-clauses., Two alternative '
N '
I
,}/:", dee scructure sources fcr while-clauses are discussei., The higher-$ anda

uwer-s analya\g.

.« | ' Data from 345 nat;ve speakers of English are shown to tequire

\const:yctgon.of three dzstincc grifmatlcal deburiptiuxs of Lhe con-

! the
L ' straints on'Oblique'Equi-NP Deletion. ‘Requiring that linguistic theory
allow(jus; these grammars to be written el 1nates the possivility Qf 7

,'constfuc:ing gramuars in which no rules are exh:ins;cally orderxed. The
\ iy .

higher~S analysis is shown toirequﬁre a serious violatigg of the Strict

T

~.
-

‘Cycle Condition, while the lower-s{analysis is éﬂ&ﬁh‘fd“réqgire the use
.  of an ad hoc catégory and to predict the existence of a dislect of dubious

" existence.
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CHAPTER '1:‘\ INTRODUCTION L /

7 The pover‘ot transformati?nal theory is so jreat~and the

o empirical constrainté on it are 8o miager that it iS/QEten difficult to,

decide which of two or ,more> competing analyses of a linguistic phenb-

]

+

menon should be preferred 73 a case in point one need only note the

existence of two compet%ng tﬂends in modern linguistic analysis.
‘ i :tf

ahstraction and surﬁaeiem. ﬁhe first of these trends 18 characterized ‘ ' "1
by a sparseness of category twpes and a tendency to analyze sentences

containing embedded sentences and

i

as deriving from abstract strrctures

la number of hypothetical ljxiﬁal itens which do not appear in surface

structure. The second of ﬁhese trends, surfacism, is characterized

by a‘proliferation of category*types and a tendency to analyze.sen- ' /5

rences as deriving from re atixely '"flat' underlying representations « T _ / :?

styles of analysis have ?éen unable to convince advocates of the other f

' that their analyses are/preferable.

Another exam le of two competing modes of :nalysis car: be ‘ |
found in recent argunénts over rule ordering. ncst analysts tacitly | ;J\ o f
assume that all rulea'are Fxtrinsically ordered witﬁ/respect to each } }
other. Some, however, have argted‘that some and possibly all rules in

a grammar should be left extrinsicaily unordered (Koutsoudas, Sanders
and Noll, 1971; Koutsoudas, 1972; Ringen, l472). - It,is clear that the
two extreme positions cu ruie ordering could, other/khings being

equal, result in strikingly different formulations tf grammatical




tules for the same set//;,date ;o L

_4data equally well (or poorly) In these cases it i necessaty either

~r

';¢ ; This -gtaté of affairs “can result only béL&USL of/the diffi-

4 "~

\ Lo

;culty of bringing empirical evidence to bear which £an be/used to-choose

between,compeging analyses. In some cases this is so0 betause the )

2
9 ‘

‘competing analyses are notational variants that can accdpnt:ﬁpr the :

o v .

]

;to choose the moet-useful formulation for the analy-t 8 pnrposee, or

’ ‘\

else to attempt to prove that the rifferent analyses are not true
equivalentsfjbut make distinct empirically testable claims. 1In part,
however, th? inability of the advocates of competing theories to
convince one another of their analyees 1s due to the disquietingly
unreliable nature of linguists prime source of data. acceptability
juegments. The linguiet who is uncertain of his Judgments can either
abandon his line of inquitp or simply adopt his beet guesses'end
report the fact. But an analyst who says of his intg§spections, 'My
. ¢ ,

judgments are uncertain in these cases,' or 'Judgments are somewhat

uncertain, but it seems to me’ that these conclusions are correct,'

19 8¢
. \ , ’

or 'While judgments are not entirely trustworthy, the conclusions seem
to me plausible’ (Cnonsky, 1973: pp. 251, "259, 2601 cannot expect
others to accapt his analyses on rational grounds.

It is of course possible to attempt to resolve uncertainty
of this type by asking other speakers what their judgments are. If
one is lucky, he will find speakers who are in agreement with each
other and who are certain of their judgments. More commonly, however,

the 1nvestigator will discover that either his informants are aleo

4

3

e

-
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.‘uncertéin about their judgments 6§,that‘they will ‘'disagree with one

' \ ———— .

another, In cases an which ditterent 1nvestigdtors have dxfferent

/' ﬁempArical daLa, gt is. }nevitabl& trat their analyses will ditfar.l

/

‘legpy of data hased soxely on, introspection by a grammarian are

/;ways open ,to. question. When sugh doubts arise it«1is not sufficicnt

f, to'?ase ongés reliance on introspecfion on an appeal to the abstraction
;J/? "ofua7 ideal quaker-hearer in a homngenecus speech community. Nor is
’.// ' i; éufficient\to éppeal“té}the distinccion between competence and
;f perfonmance.l‘The only dat; availabie to us 1s perfonmance data,

- whether it be in che form of language use orCSudgments about 1anguage.
ﬁa_dd - ﬁﬁiUk“?EWNFroblem is how to proceed with linguiscic investigations
'“?%' . in lngt of speaker variation thh r?spect to the critical sencences.

.The approach taken in this study is (1) to elicic secs of acceptability
- judgments from sxzeable groups of inﬁprmants,j(Z\ to determine which
PR patterns of jadémentr occur sufficien;ly frequencly to justify analysis,_

]

associated ‘with these patterns. This

¢

approach to the analysis of language éaises two new problems.\\one

Y o \

statistical and cne ;heoretipal{ N\

and (3) to analyze the lects®

1. How can we tell which patterns4(1ects) occur with above
. o chance frequency? |
2. .How should the analyses of the different patterns (lects)
be related? | | >
The statistical problem is partially resolved tnrough the use of a

Sheffé-type multinomial analysis (see Chapter 3). The thenretical

13

T?ese d ffirulties stem from the ffct that the objectivity and replica-'
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. : o i 2

question has been resolved by replacing the idealization of a homo-

o

A geneous speech community with what might be cailed the minimal differ--ﬁ

eﬁce assumption: Barring evidence to the contrary, the grammars of -

rﬁlated lects should behaésumed to be minimally different. "The
e,
Justification for this assumption will be prgsented later.
, .
Empirical,quéstions can, of course, only be inve,tigated

using concrete examples of a language. One area of English Ain which

the basic outlines of both abstract and surface, analyses are reasonably.

clear is.adverbial. ciauses. The theoretical issues raised above will

‘l R

‘be discussed in .the context of the analysis of temporal (i e., non— ;:ffgﬁéf-

concessive) while-clauses in gnglish.. M. Geis (1970) classes while-
clauses as 'adverbial relative clauses,' and claims that they are

derived fromlrelatiue clauseswwhoSe heads are prepositional'phrases.

- J. Geis (1970) accepts ‘this apalysis and. extends it . by claiming that

- locative and temporal adverbial phrases and clauses derive from

underlying structures in which the adverbials originate in higher
sentences than.the surface,main clauses with which they are associateé.
J. Geis argues, in fact,_that locative and temporal,prepositionsv
originate as the nain verbs of these higher sentences. Schreiber
(1968) has argued that the general class of sentence'adverbs in
English should be derived from»higher sentences. |

By contrast, Jackendoff (1969) argues that introducing a -

nodelADV in deep structure in one of the positions in which we find

. adverbs in surface structure is preferable to deriving ly-adverbs

transformationally. In addition, Jackendoff (1973) nas argued that

-

44
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. »\f' . o |
preposltional phrases are 1ntro&uced by the phrase structure rules:
-withxn the mainiclause.in whlch they appear in surface structure.

Bowers (1970a) nas gone so far as'to propose that ADV is parallel to

categories such as N and V. He claims that adverbials dre recursive

R4
R

~and that there are strcng similarities between the structnre of

adverbials and thefstructure“Chomsky (1970) has posited for nominals.

; , !
o /
; I .

Bowers,suggests'khat the X-bar convéntion be extended to the analysis of

adverbials.. Althqugh he does not explicitly discuss temporal.and
. | n ! ' a
locative adverbials, it 1s reasonable to suppose that Bowers would

-~

want to.analyze'whileéclauses as complement plus sentence embedded in

. an ADV--_st:ruc.tf’fuje.l Alternatively, it is conceivable, though unlikely,

that a nleaging blend could be put together of Jackendoff's analysis .

1]

. of prepositional phrasés-and:an analysis of while-clauses such as M.

Geis's in which their’ 1nterna1 structure is essentially that of -
i

relative clauses. Since Geis's analysis involves positing an abstract

" verb that is transformationally deleted as the result of the process

"o . - /
that creates the complementizer while, lt-seems doubtful that%?ny
surfacist would be attracted by his analysis.
| To further complicate matters, the data on the acceptability
of sentences containing ghilgfclaus?s are persistently heterogeneOus.u
The sentence 'The people saw Sophia Loren while standing in the rain'
is ambiguous for some speakers an& unambiguous for others. Those who
treat the sentence as ambiguous say that either the pecple or Sophia

Loren are standing in the rain. Those. for whom the sentence is

unambiguous have only the reading on which the people are stated to be

-
A
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standing 'in the.rain\} ‘Furtnermore, some of the speakers:for whom " .

Lo

S

- the sentence is unambiguous find the correé%onding-passive'sentence _
A e

ambiguous. Not surgrisingly the speakers who find the first sentence
ambiguous also find its passive,ambiguous. Only rarely is a speaker »
oy ) . )

encountered who finds the passive but not the active ambiguous. The

speakers of 'these various 1ects\cannot be grouped by any known geogra-

phic or_socioeconomic means. e
f :.it is cleer that facts.such as these cannot be eccounted‘for
. by any theory that assumes a homogeneous speech community They could
be dismissed as mere performance data, but this course of action is
unsatisfectory_for a number of reasons: (l) A11 empirical data that
we deal with are in the last resort performance déta. The question is
nat whether any given datum is the result of performance, but which

data should we abstract away from and which shouid we be certain to

‘reflect in our theories of grammar. (2) The data are far from random

: in these sentences. Speakers' judgments show a strong implicational

relationship among the sentences in question. Only a small number of
the iogically possible response patterns have been observed with any
frequency among the population. And finally, (3) Speakers typically
seem quite-certain about their judgments of a given sentence. In |
light of these facts, it seems reasonable to demand of grammatical
theory that, at the very least, it allow us to describe the subtle
dif ferences among such closely related and randomly distributed 'lects
in ; simple and economical manner. To the extent that this demand can
be given substance, it amounts to a constraijnt on the class of éram—

matical theories that are consistent with the observed data.

. | . 16
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The question immediately arises as to whether this.new-tybe _
'gf'empi:icéilcpnstraintlon the vaiiQation of grammatlcalitheofies and®
. " - grammars can assist us.in choosing among the competing grammgtical
theories that are on the linéuistic market. As will be shqwﬁ'lager,
the incorporation of the class of facts‘noted above into either u
generative semantics:or interpretive semantiés imposes strong qoné

" ‘straints on the férms of English grammars that these theories allow.

—- "7 Unfortunately, both approaches to syntax are shown to have serious

Y

defects. It is clear that until these defects are overcome no curreat -\-
- theory of generative grammar can\acgpuq; for the kind of widespread

»

and regular'data that are discussed in this thesis.

&

~
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o NOTES TO CHAPTER 1

1) Chomsky (1957) bases his argument that traﬁsfotmations change

. meaning on the claim that sentences (a) and (b)| have no readings in

COMMOR

\

. ! . ‘
a. Everyonme in the room knows at least -two languages.

b. At least two languages are known‘By.evqryone in the room.
i Katz and Postal.(L964) argued that nearly identical sentences were
2L ’

ambiguous and shared two readings. 2) Postal's (1970) analysis of

- remind has been attacked by Bolinger (1971), Bowars (1970b), Kimball
L

o (1970) and Wolf (1970) on the grounds (among otheTs) that Postal'

) judgments on critical sentences were wrong.

B
-

2. Lect is used here as a neutral term to describe a?y group of idio-
lects which share response patterns and hence preépmaply rules over
. some well-defined portion of the érammar. %
‘ ' \
3.

Both sets of speakers can, of course, make the praématic inference

that both the people and Sophia Loren are standing in the rain.

1R

Two cases of Just this sort have been pointed #ut by Carden (1973):
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- T CHAPTER 2: THE STRUCTURE OF WHILE-CLAUSES',f_ S
-;2.0 Introduction . ) ) y .

'\\Befqre discussing the two main alternatlve anaiy§es of the

transforyftional history of while-clauses, it will be convenient to
aﬁgly?e the surface structure of while-clauses and their intermal
strucﬁrre;_ Aftef th;s has beéen done:a rule pf Oblique Equi-Noun
'Phgqse deletion wi{l be mptivated that accounts for sentence pgirs
| _ﬁtich o () and @, . o |

\\\ li a. John was a fireman vhile he was in Detroit.
b. John was ; figeman while‘in Detroit.
2. a. The peoplg'saw Sophia Loren while they were enjoying

v . . themselyes. ! el

b. The people saw Sophia.Loren while enjoying themselves.

2.1 The Surface Structuré of While-Clauses
' Eﬁilgfclapsés can occur sentence initidlly, finally or
medially.as illustrated by sentences (3a - ¢c)."
3. a. While they were watching TV, the people saw Mary.
b. Th%;people saw.ﬁary while thethere watching TV.

" ¢. The people, while they were watching TV, saw Mary.

.J 4‘

d. *The people saw, while they were watching TV, Mary.
Sentence (3d) shows that sentence internal while-clauses cannot occur
inside the verb phrase.1 These facts can be accounted for and pre-

dicted if we assume that the while-clauses are attached as daugthers

of the matrix S-node as indicated schematically by the circled nodes

\ in (4).
’ 19
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It ié‘cleaf that the rule that places while~clauses in pésition 3 is

. [ ' ) .
Movement would be, blocked whenever a while-clause was placed in position
3 and the senténce would be marked ungrammatical by the graumar because

: ' : . o

of the noncliticization of the tense formative.

can in fact be moveﬂ in;o;position 3 can.be seen ingsentences contain-

%he

.
. t

!

)

people .

)

PAST

see

Mary _ \

That while-clauses

ing modals such as (5a) and in copular sentences such as (6d). 2

5. a.

The claim that while-clauses are daughters of the S-Node in (4)

S s ISR

seems reasonable for initial and medial while-clauses on the grounds that

The people could, while (they were) watching TV, see

Mary.

[
“

\
[}

‘instrinsically ordered after Affix Movement. If ic¢ were not, Affix \\\ o

The people, while (they were) watching TV, could see

Mary.

John was a fireman while (he was) liviné in Detroit.

While (he was) living in Detfoit, John was a fireman.

John, while (he was) living ih Detroit, was a fireman.
\ :

\

John was, while (? he was)xliving in Detroit, a

fireman..

26

Miﬁtonacigp indjwates that they do not form a single constituent with the
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iject P, th* auxiliary or the VP. Intonation arguments‘cannot._

S e

however, be usdd to argue “that postpos%//wfile—nlauses (position 4) are
'constituints diFt1nct frem th%/yg,//?;rthermore, as sentence (7a)
111ustratrs, ggwgg, which,oﬂly replaces constituents, can simul- »
taneously replace both a verb phrase and a following while-clause.
Note, howiver . P;L do_so cén replécevjust the verd phxase of the main
rlause without affecting a following whlle-clause.

//// . a.i Zorro continued to fight while he protected a

. / 1
’ \ bruised arm and his opponent did so too.

|
i

b. Zorro continued to fight while he protected |a

%bruisea arm and his opponent di< su while fﬂvoring
o , | .
‘a weak knee. ' 3 P
. ‘1\ ; /
nght Node Raising (Maling, 1972), which ouly raises, consti-

" tuents, alsq 1nd1cates that postpesed while-clauses are in the same

constiiuent as the VP, L : ///
3.€ Zorro would certzinly and his opponent would probably/
% continue lo figh. while nursing a bruised arm. |
Thus, on gheibasis of the eyidence presented so far, (9) would appear
to be a moré;hacurate representation than (4) of the four alternate\

positions in which while-clauses can appear in surface structure.

o x‘@

The people PAST
3 P

See Mary

LAY
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In oLder to deyermine what %b.t of node or nodes dowilnate

| while- ciausns in surface *tructure it ie jecen&ary to note thac the

~do so rule that Lakoff and Ross ( 966 ‘shoawed replaces rapuated verb
. : / /
Y o phrasns with ds so do%s not als neplace noun phrases and sentences.

Thesie facts are Llluﬁtta;ed i santences (10) to (12)

i
!

S R - 10. a.”‘%irijgn a’song and John did so too.
L - ! . -
\""n, B} . . o . ‘ u . ', . »
A R : 2. *V%ty sang a sonf and do Fc, Ltoo. B
11. a. Mafy/ ang 3 song and Johrgplayed it.

; | Mhrf sang a song and Joh? played do so. . |

. _ . .
//;. *b ry sang a song and do 10 played it.

312. a.//har cbnked and Jghn ate‘Peans.‘
} b, *Mary cooked do sé and Johv ate beans.

: . ' i .
) ‘ //ﬁ: *Mary cooked beans and John ate dec so.

- ; 1 / : l

Sentences sych as (13) provide a clags of appa:ent ccunterexamples to

0

the claim thac do so does uo* replace sentencgs. -

13. Mary said that John never smilés Lecause doing so hurts

his mouth. ‘

In liO) doirg so replaces the nominalized sentence John's smiling.

It/ seems clear, however, that (13) is related to (1l4) by a subject

“/ﬂeletion rule.
: 14.

/ hurts his mouth.

Mary said that John never smiles because his doing so

/ Thus it is reason~ble to conclude that the node labeled 'X' in (9) is

in fact a VP node.

Notice that the circles representing while-clauses in (9)

cannot simply be replaced by while-clauses dominated by an S node. At

;e ’aw
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least the'ghllgfcléuﬁes in the most‘basic cf these positions must also
be dominated hy a noun‘phraaé in ozde? to allow tha clefting rule to
oberate. ééntegces (15) are examplés of clefted gggigfclaﬁseé. i
15. a. It was while he protected a bruised arﬁ that Zorro

‘continued to fight. |
. b. It was while (hé was) protecting a bruised arm that
Zorro contipued'to fight. |
1f while-clauses are dominated by NPs we‘woqld expect themlto be able BN i
- tc undergo che pseudo~cleft rule as well ag_the clefting rule. The . {
sentences in (L6) apparently demoqgtxate that this ptgdiction is .‘,'wi' |
.false. - | e : ) | | ;
16, a. *Wnat Zorro continued to fight was while he pro-~" |
‘ tected a bruised arm. |
! i « b. *What Zorro éoatgnged to fight was while (he was)
e - protecting a bruisgg”arm.
Thé sentences in (17), however, suggest that (a) the pseudo-clef; :g}e ﬂk\
can ou:put wh-words other than what as surface subjects, and (b)‘thaflw

noun phrases dominating while-clauses have more structure than is

provided by a brancing arrangement such as (18).

N\

s 17. a. ?While Zorro continued to fight was while he pro-
"tected a bruised arm.
b. ?While Zorro continued to fight was while (he was)
protecting a bruised arm.

18. P

N
s
/

while 'Zorro was protecting a bruised arm

3
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| Closely related structures involving when and where exhibit similar -

adceptanca and ﬁejcction patterns to those containing while.

I
{

19, 7. It was when_he climbed fhe wall that Zorro tore his

| _cape. : \A

g'\ [T ‘ 4
l

ng*what Zorro tore his cape was when he climbed the wall. ,

-

/c,\\When Zorro tor2 his cape was when|he clinbed_the wall. \~
\\, \ [ ~ \\\ . \\
20. /a. 1t was where It was.deepest that ﬂcrro crossed thd\\\;\ \\
‘ \ ) l e * _ N

| oeber. \\
| ° -« [ . Loen . . ‘

/ b. *What Zorro crossed the river was where it was
/ ‘ .

/ ) Jeepest., )\ ' : L - - ' .//
/ ¢. Where Zorro crossed the river was jhere ic was t/

; » . ; .

/ deepest. _ ' | //

Taken together these facts support the claim that the seudo-cleft
‘rule accesses the structure of the pseudo-clefted noun}phraées and /

* lends strong support to an amalysis which clai=s that yhile-clauses, /

are dominated by noun phrases. - ' O

4

The fact that while-, when-, and gbggg}cl&hse? can be ques-
”tioned'also supports the claim that all thiree types of slguges are .
dominated by &P. “
21. a. Zorro refgéed to fight while he had the measles.
b. When did Zorro refuse to fight?
22. a. Zorro tore his cape when he climbed the wall.
b. When did Zorro tear his cape?
23. a. Zorro crossed the river where it was deepest.
b. Where did Zorro cross the river?

M. Geis (1970) has argued that while-clauses as well as

~Y.



when-clauses and where-clauses are darived.from relative clauses

| attached to prepositional phrases. l. Geis (1970) has argued that

prepositional phrases are derived from verb phrases. One ‘of her;

arguments is based on the ‘fact that the rule of Verb Phrase Deletion
'seems to treat verb phrases-and;prepositional phrases similarly.
J. Geis goes on to argue that Verb Phrase Deletion cdn be used to

show that a VP node dominates prepositional phrases 1n surface

. structure. It is not difficult to construct senteaces parallel to

»

hers in which the. surface preoositional phrases have been replaced

with while-clauses. Althcugh such discussions do not show. che neces-

* sity of having VP nodes dominate while-clauses, they do show thaq‘such

AN
an analysis is consistent with the data.3 ‘ .. : \\\

The sentences in (24) and (25) are J. Geisls examples of the\\

.

application of verb ghrase deletion to verb phrases and prepositional
phrases. |
24, a. Chlldren watch cartoons on Saturday. mornings, but
their parents don't.
b. Frank may have left already, and Jim may havé too.

25, a. John was studgying in the Library, and Joan was

-~

reading Ramparts.

b. Ralph gipes ectures at the university, but his
brother only attends classes.

c. John read.for\ﬁhree hours and Joan slept.

d; John finished”ﬁis paper on Friday, but Joan was just

starting hers.

AR



3 ©
’ |
K . .\ S 16.
. . . \f;‘~
Parallel examples with\while-. when-, and whereaclauses are given in
/. ot , — !

26. . a. John was snoring while'watching;thg movie, and e;*’=;

Miary was eating popcorn.
b. Ralph.smokes a pipe while he lectures, but his

brother chews tobacco.
»

/
c. John reads when he trqyels, but ‘Joan sleeps..‘

d. John handed in his pgper when the be11 rang, but

. Joan just began ti/éob deeply.

e. John waded where the water was_deepest and Mary

0 "
swam, - . \ B

v f. Johm recited/ﬁoliloquies where,&hakespeare once
- trod, but’&ffy took /snapshots. |
Weak evidence is aVailabLe which indicates that most speakers
treat preposed ggilgfclaugcs:as if they were dominated by a VP. An

informal questionnaire administered to, nine 11nguié£1cally sophisti- -

‘cated native speakers¢fﬁta{ned thediesponsés in Table 1 to sentences

+

(27) to (30).% /’ O R : -
, §

27. Zoryo continued to duel while he protected a bruised

aym and doing so too his oppohent contipued to fight.
28, ‘Zorro continued to duel while he protected a.bruised

arm and doing so too his opponent fought.
29. Zorro continued to duel while he protected a bruised arm
. and doing so his opponent continued to fight.

30. Zorro continued to duel while he protected a bruised arm

o
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“and doing 50 his Opponent fqught . too,

-
o
2

, } - o -
) : S | :
— . 'A : . Sentence lg Number of
: . ., ‘ .. - . speakers in.
Pattern 27 28 29 .30 e pattern

1 % . é * % /2 ,
‘ o / :

gtf::\gQZA . LI T .’ |3 A-‘ - .'%;*fﬁ
N BT T

o 3 OK OK - ]

4 0K 0K 0K OK. V’“?"iﬁff/ 2 Y

———
e
e

, 1 Table 1: 'Acceptability judgments for'thé substitution of
do_so for a preposed while-clause.

: Some of the informants were also .able to £ind'second readingé for sen~ -
et l
Lot tences (29)’and (30) on which do so refers to Zorro's actions. These

\ respon§g§ﬂqre not included in Table 1. Informants who reject (27) e
\ A P
must not have a VP dominating the‘while-claqse. The remainipg

o -,

|
_ | |
Q speakers must have a VP dominating preposed while-clauses..b, '
. . i ]
To .summarize, four surface structure. locatxons havg begn
identified that can he occupxcu by. wh1le-clauses. In addition ii has

been shown that while-clauses are dominated by a noun phrase node in

surface structure and may also be dominated bfta verb phrase node.

Evidence from pseudo-clefting has been presented that the NP ?ominating ©

while-clauses has a richer structure than is depicted in (18); LT
Taken together these facts suggest that the best way to account

for the alternative surface structure positions of while~clauses is to

posit a preposing rule which takes position 4 as basic and optiomnally

4

moves the while-clause into pasitions 1, 2 or 3. It is clear that

’
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Complement1zex Placement, Passive and Subject neletxon. Furthermore | s

<,
%

------------------ PYr T L T T TTEE P 12 f’ C g I Eies s strmr e mop

any ruie which derived position 4 ttom auy Of the other ”hree positions .
- .
would need to treat adjunction in sentence final position differently

’ e -

j—ghan,adgun¢tion in the other positions. The generalization that the

rule shouldlexpress is that the second phrase in a structure of the

romrmieeneee - EOEML. v},‘[.\le\..SIE.l_....o.x;...;.,..vp.&R,.,.Nklii-m.(dependiqg on t;lxe Speaket's lect) o
’ “g ig moved to the left to become a daughter of the first S which

" dominates it. Unfoftunately, there is no convenient way to state this.
- ————-yith-the gramatical mgchanisms.cutréntly“available. “Reyser's (1968)

Transportability:%onvention which was iatended ‘to cover situations just

¥

' like this one will not work because it preserves sister relat1onship9.

Y N
4° ‘

As was shown earliet, whilqrclauses in sentence final position are’

" not daughters of their siuwplexS's in surface structure. First approxi-
. T ,

‘mations to the rule which accounts for the alternate positions of

while-clauses are given as (31) and (32).

A o

31. Adverb Preposing (for lects accepting (27)): Optional

$.D. X Y oz vp @ vpr] ;
1z 3 b 5
S.C. 1 5 3 4 9

CONDITION 1: Either X and Z are constituents or either.
X or Z is null.

CONDITION 2: 2 is null. (Predictable if we adopt a
constraint prohibiting non-recoverable

deletions)

///’ ". ; ' o~
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32. Adverb Preposing (for lects rejecting (27)): Optiomnal

s.b. . . <X Y z  yp [v ]
h 1 2 3 4 5
IS
S.C. 1° 5 37 4 v

CONDITION 1: Either X and 2 aré constituents or either
X or:Z is null.
CONDITION 2: 2 15 null.
These adverb_preposing rules subsume the rule that Ross (1967)
variously calls Adverb ?reposing.and Adverb Prefixing. Ross was
sﬁecifically concerned with a ru;e which moved adverbs from sentence

final position to sentence initial position.  Without repeating his

_ arguments, it should be noted that Ross concluded that his rule must

be last cyclic and upward bounded. He eventually reformulated the

upward boundedness condition in terms of command: The sentence

initial segment to which Ross's rule sister adjoined the adverb must
command the adverb before it is moved. Both of these conditions can
be added to (31) and (32), although it is easier to state lhe upward
boundedness condition as a constraint on the structural change rather
than on the structural description: After Adverb Preposing has applied,
5 must command 4.

Since Adverb Preposing must be allowed to apply after the
subject deletion rule which sptionally deletes the subjects of while-
clauses, (31) and (32) could either be left unordered with respect to

the deletion rule or extrinsically .vdered after it. On the assumption

that extrinsic ordering coustraints complicate the grammar, (31) and

~Q

‘.
My

-
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'(32) have been stated without any}explicit.ordering.constraintsk ‘*\;
. ' a b )
Similarly, since Adverd Preposingiis intrinsically ordered after

Y Adverb Lowering, there is no reasos to explicitl

i
H

ordering constraints between these#two rules. . ///

»lu » -2.2 The Internal Structure of While-Clauses g

y state extrinsic ]

-

[y

/’.
-

M. Geis (1970) has discussed the interqa}/étfucture of
gﬁilgrclauses and a numﬁer of rela;éd struqtuggsﬁ;t length. Geis has
shown that ggiléfclauses may be profitably anélyzed as relative
clauses attached to prepositional phraseé. In addition he has argued

that the compleméntizer while is‘trapsformgtiqnally deriv%d from an

' underlying durative clause. Since Geis's detailed analysis is the

)

only one to have treated the internal structure of while-clauses, the

relevant parts of it will be summarized in detail.

Geis proposes three necessary conditions that a clause must

-

meet in order to be a relative clause:

33. A clause is a relative clause only if

a. it is adjoined to some noun phrase

b. a noun phrase is moved to initial position in the
clause, and
the noun phrase to which the clause is adjoined and

the noun, phrase which is moved to the front of the

clause are identical.d .
Once these conditions are met by a clause it is possible to argué that
a significant economy camn be achieved in the grammar by analyzing the

clauge as a relative clause. For this reason, the conditions of (33)

>0
R S
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can be cousidered as sufficienéy conditions as well as necessity

. conditions. 3
Three facts support”the claim that while-clauses are

They have the same privileges of

1

adjoined to an antecedent.NP:6‘ 1)
occurrence as other' frame adverbials such as during some time and then

(in durative senses), 2) While-clauses pronominalize in the same way

- as simple time adverbials, and 3) ﬁﬁile-clauses behave like complex NPQ-

in that nothing can be moved out -of them. The first fact is illus-

trated by (34§fénd (35).?
34. a. *The concert lasted while I was asleep.

o  b. *The concert lasted durirg the time that I was asleep.
35. a. John was in England while Bill was in France.

b. John was in England during thke time Bill was in
) ) . L

/

‘ France.
Notice that both (35a) and (35b) are systematically ambiguous between

the reading on which the events of the first clause occurred durj -

the entire time that the events of the second clause occurred and

!

the reading on which the first clause occurred only some of the time
that the second clause occurred. This semantic parallel adds weight

to the syntactic claim that while-clauses have the same privileges of

occurrence as certain NPs.
The fact that while-clauses pronominalize like simple time

adverbials is illustrated by (36).
36. a. ?he symphony played during the afternoon, and the

-debating team practiced then too.

s

T ———
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: : b
b. The symphony played while the fire raged, |and the L ' ?[

. _ i
debating team practiced then too.8 : \

Sentences (37) illustrate that nothing can be moved out of a while- Rt

37. a. *John helped fight the fire which the symphony played

. §
clause, . ‘ | }
%

|

during whichwﬁaged.

b. *John helped fi‘\ght the fire. which the symphany played
‘ o T - o

while raged. | v

JEESSPE
A%

-

The claim that there is an ident

.

ity condition between the

antecedent NP and an NP in the em?edded clause underlying a wh%le-clause . -

rests on Geis's analyﬁis of,cense\harmony._ Three hypotheses m*st be

!

accepted for his argument to work:, ’ l T

1 :
38. a. Time adverbials. have temporal.reference.’
b. This temporal reference is expressed as a syntactic

or semantic feature.
;

39, There exists a rule which guarantees that the au:riliary

of any clause containing a time adverbial is comthible

with the value of the tempecral reference feature of

that adverbial. )
40.

The temporal reference feature is involved in the ident~

: ¢
ity condition iu relativizationm.

Hypotheses (38a) and (39) are motivated in&ependently of while-clauses

by sentences such as (41), (42), and (43).

41. a. GCeorge arrived yesterday.

b. *Ceorge arrived tomorrow.

~nr
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42f a. *George arriveé yesterday.
b. “George artives tomorrow.,
43. a. *George will arrive yesterday.
\ | b. Geéxge will arrive tomorrow.
Hypothesis (38b) is really just the explicit statement of the formal
“mechanism which is needed to capture these facts. The féature.necéésary

!

-to account for (41) to:(43) is [f past]. The most mnatural wag-to capé
ture the conétraint th;t~the auxiliary of a clause must be'cémpatible

. with the time adverbial is in semantic terms. Statemeng“(gé) is a
first approximét;on of the qonstraint stated As an intéfpretive rule.

NTa ’

. 44. Let A be a set representing the time reference of the

P s

auxiliary, and let B be gdséf representing the time
‘ referencé of any egpLiéit temporal adverb, then the
time refereqqe'df.the sentence is the interséétion of
A and Bf.“
Stated as a.constrainf on the generation of a sentence, (44) would
become (45).

45,  Let A and B be defined as in (44), then the sentence is

| blocked if the intersection of A and B is empty.

In the (a) sentences of (41) to (43) the set B corresponding to the
adverbial is constrained to be [+ past], so (4}a) is not blocked. 1In
(42) and (43), the auxiliaries are [- past] so that set A is constrained
to be [- past]. As a result (42a) and (43a) are ;ll-formed. “Con-

versely, the adverb in the (b) sentences of (41) to (43) is marked

[— past], and only (41b) 1is unacceptable.
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Tense harmony occurs, with while-clauses as well as gimple

. time adverbs... ' “ B B ' . ’ i

. explanation for the tg nsge harmonr phenomenon suggested above can e

' 46, a. Mdry will dqy while Qgg/éz;hes. ’

b. Mary dried hile‘Sge washed. J//

- oy e L

\ X -

¢. *Mary will dgy while Sue washed.

.8

d. *Mary dried while Sue washes.

4
By allowing the identity'cqnstr;int on relative clauses to apply 3

IR

between an antecedent adyerbxal phrase and .the embedded while=cld use, the

/

extended to while-clauses wichout adding any additional mechanis to

the grammar.'/// o

B;rallel arguments to the ones presented above for whlle-

clauses can be presented for when-clauses to show that they are adjoined

to an antecedent NP and meet an identity condition (Geis, 1970,
Chapter 3). In addition it is possible to show for when~-clauses that

a movement rule is involved in their formation. Notice that in (47)
N

when can refer either to the time of the telling or to thé\time of

\

the leaving, while in (48) when can refer only to.the time o{\Fhe
telling.9 “\\
‘ 47. John arrived when Harry told Mary thai she should }ggve.
48. John arrived when Harry told Mary about his desire thé&\
she shouvld leave, "
The ounly difference between (47) and (48) is that the leave-clause is

part of a complex NP in (48) but not in (47). By invoking the Complex

NP Constralnt (Ross, 1967), it is possible to account for the lack of

®

/ ’ . .
. f
/ . . . :
! 1 < e .
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-is clear that if we analyze when-clauses as felative clauses, no new
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amblguity of (&8) 1he;compleh NP Lunstrdint, ho/yﬁer. ouly appfies s : -
if we are willink to poait a%rule that moves whon to the posxtion r

7 2 ) N Lo r;

. pyeceding garrstQ-lihe movemgnn X le,canlipply freely to tlie two

: 7
struccutes undexlying (63), one of Wwhich bégins with when attaehed

k

' to ghe clause containing leave, In the case oﬂ senté)(es like (48),

/

wheén cannot be/moved out of/tﬁe clause containing 1 éve because that

clause has a lexxcal heng npun and the Complex P onstraznt applies.

Thus it }p reasonable co assume that when-clduse have deletable {
. ~ ‘ . .
anten/dents, sas}sfy an 1dentity condicion, and/undergo a movement .

rule. In ot}er words, they are relatzve clau7es. \Furthetmore, it

movemen; rule would have to be created to nﬁve when to the front of : _x'%??
1ts élause. Wh-Preposing will be able to épply. - ‘ﬂ -
';/ The analysis of ggiégfclauses,/however. does not parallel
that of when-clauses at this point. As/&eis noticed, there is wno f",'
difference in the number of readings ayailable for sennences (49) ann/f/.
(50) . . . //_ | iﬁ', '//x
49, Mary was miscvrable w?ﬁle she doubted that John would
work all day. - /
50, Mary was miserable;;hile she doubted the claim that
John woulce work ayi day.
Hence, there i{s no way to utili?g the Complex NP Constraint to argae :/

!
that a movement rule occurs in;the derivation of while-clauses. UGelis
offers two analyses to account for sentences like (49) aud (50). The

first is to place an ad hoc frestriction on the transformation that
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.derives while from throughout which (or some simi}ar bhrare) such

L. . . R ' - - . 26

that the rule can apply only if this phrase is contained 1* the ' fi
simplex sentence which is the sister of the antecedent NP. Geds's
alternative solution is to claim 'that whilc modifies the whole

subordinate clause.' That is that (49) has 'essentially the same

- underlying structure' as (51), with (51) being more basic.

51, Mary was miserable while her doubt that John would
work all day lasted.

This suggestion is supported byIQgis's argument that while-

NclauséS‘containﬁhnderlying durative adverbials which are either lost

;r converted into while during the course of the derivation. The
argument proceéhs as follows: 1) Last cannot occur (outside of while-
clauses) withouﬁ a durative adverbial, 2) Last can occur in a while-
clause without'a durative adverbial, 3) Last cannot occur in a while~
clqgse with a durative advegbial. 4) Only one durative adverbial can

occur per ciause, 5) Heuace, 'the only possible durative in a non-

| complex while-clause is lost or converted into while.'._The fixvst

three steps in this argument are justified by sentences such as \32),
(53) and (54). : | .
52. a. *The demonstration lasted.
b. The demonstration lasted f- tem minutes.
c. The demonstration lasted throughout the week.
53. The President.conferred with his advisors while the

threat lasted.

54. *The President conferred with his advisors while the

T b
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threat lasted throughout the week. .
B . R . L

That ouly one durative adverbial can occur per clause can b? illustrated

by sentences such as (55).

55. *The shortage lasted for ten minutes throughoét the week.
Appareqt counterexamples sugh aé (56) are obviously 1nétgﬁce§ in
which the éecond durative clause qodifies the first. i
_/f ' 56. The drought lasted for three months during the summer.
| | Although Cels generates the durative adverbiél of ghilgr
clauses in a senten@e higher. than the surface while-clauses (S, in (57)),
he presents no argument in favor of this structure. ' |

57.

NG S

during the time

2 | S

John gave ?  during some time
the manuscript ‘
to George

Presumably, his motivation is similar to that of J. Gels (19?0)? who,
as was noted above, argu~s that all prepositional phrases originate
in higher seuntences.

Givea structures such as (47), the onlv mechanisms which
need to be added to the grammar to account for while-clauses are
three transformations: 1) a rule of Antecedent Deletion, 2) a rule

to convert phrases like during some time of (57) to while, and 3) a

rule to delete the verb indicated by a question max k. 11

L Lo )
tooe

3t

1

wad

; Ty ’
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Geils argues gpat ?he*rule of Antecedent -Deletion iT also

o 59. Mary came when Bill whistled. - E &

60. Mary accepted what Bill bought her. . ?

b t

needed to account for senteﬁces such as (58) to (60).

58. Mary knows where Bill lives. \

Geis's formulation of the rule, (61), also accounts for the
fact that sentences such as (62) are ungrammatical®in modern English.

. 61, Antecedent Deletion (Obligatory)

+pro r+pro ,
S.D. X * | =human l_-wu Y
NP S

1 2 3 4 |

L}

s.C. 1 9 3 4

62. *Who steals my purse steals trash.
Ceis's reason for having Antecedent Deletion delete pronouns is that
it allows a unified explanation of the non-occurrence of sentences

(63)/and (64).
63. a. *I solved the problem how you did.
b, *I left why you did.
64. a. *I solved the problem in the way you did and Harry
solved it in - {it } too
: that
thus

b. *I left for the reason that you left and Harry left

for {1t } too.
2 that

The sentences in (63) cannot be derived because, as (64) shows, there

e
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fhrases containing way .

"

are no pronouns correépondiug‘tq prepositional
oy gggggg. _The reason for making Angecedentuve egion obligatory is
the,non-oéégféénqe of the sentences in (65§ .12 |
, "65. a.°*Mary knows there where Bill'livegf’
b, *Mary came then wheq.Bill whistled.
c. *Mary accépted { %ﬁac } what {Bill brought her. .
d. *Mary looked the other way theﬁ_while John gave the
manuscript to George.
“Geig h;s.ﬁéted .that Antecedent Deletion must be last cyclic and follow:j
ggrﬂovement in order to avoid generating sentences such as (66).

66. (=Geis's (13)) *Who did Harry tell me that Johm sgood

where Bill hit? | ‘ -

Since it has been demonstrated that Ptonominaliéatipn cannot
be a tgansformational rule (Bach 1969), it will Se assumed that pfo—
nouns are generated directly 1q_the base. This being the case, it is
necessary to provide some means to distinguish insiances of then which
occur in and for when-clauses from those which occur in and for‘ggi;gr

13

clauses., Since both when and while can introduce durative clauses,

it is not feasible to distinguish them on the basis of some guch
feature as [f extenslon], which Geis uses to distinguish ianstantive
from durative uses of when-clauses. The most promising analysis
would seem to be one that makes use of the unique features of (57).

There is no nominalized construction with when in which a form of

the verb last can appear. Thus the analogue of (51) is unacceptable.

67. %#Mary was miserable when her doubt that John would work

)




all day lasted.
These facts suggest that when-clauses are derived from structures

analogous to (57) but with S; generated as a copular sentence instead

i , : LN :
v a verbal sentcuce. Thus the deep structure for the when-clause of

4

(68) would contain (69).

68. Mary was looking out of the window when hohn gave

George the manuscript.

g

69.
//////Eg\\;\\
ﬁp . S .
then
i AUX jP o
Sy Nr .
John gave the ‘ ~ then ¥
manuscript . to Lﬁmﬂ
George .

[N .

The critical portion of the WH-Word Formation rule can now be formu-

lated as (70).
70. WH-Word Formation (Obligatory)

S0, X then Y
[+wn)
1 2 3

S.C. (a) If 1 = X + last

2 while
T

.(b) Otherwise



9,

_structure of while-clauses does not constitute a case of nonrecoverable

" when 8, ofostrucfures such as (57) is adjoined to. a lexical head noun

e . \- - A

This rule must apply before WH-Movement has a chance\to prepose the ,

3

form marked'[+wﬂ], otherwise there would be no waf to%ylock sentences

- ‘ . {
such as (67)., '\ X

The rule\which deletes the last found in the Qnderlyingl N
, 8 ' o . ,
ﬁeﬁetion, since the existence of the form while in the sentence indi-
cates that this verb was originally present. By postulating the rule

in the form of (71) we can acecount for the fact that it does not apply

A }

P

(see sentence 51).1& , . . - : . e \

" 71. Last Deletion (Obligatory)

s.0. [yp 8] -aux last ; o e ”
1 2 3 | PR
e o ¢ : ’ o 4 %
S.C. 1 ‘@ 9 i ‘

"By requiring that last be the final element in the simplex sentence

’ bonfﬁiahng 1t, we guarantee that instances of last followed.by durative

adverbials are not deleted. Last is nct deleted from senten¢es srch

‘
!

as ‘ -
72. How long did it last?

bééause last i{s nut preceded by AUX in this structure. This formulation

intrinsically orders Last Deletion after WH-Movement. Hence in a

grammar in which all rules are extrinsically orde;ed, Last Deletion

must be ordered after WH-Movement. In a sgmiordpted grammar, no

ordering restrictions need to be placed on Last Deletion

One fact, which is automatically accounted for .by the
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. that complementation both types of clauses undergo the rule that
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“analysis of while-clauses as relative clauses is that while-clauses

share the same possibilities of tenses as relative;clauses. In

*addition to the full set of tensed forms and the’inability of both

relative clauses énd;while-clauses to take for-to, POSS-in', and \
. o ‘ :

Ross (1972) has named Stuff-ing.ls This rule distinguishes while-

clauses and other relative clauses from surface main clauses to which

L 3 .
~

-it can never apply. . 5\
Stuff-ing converts some relative c¢lauses to ing-clauses. To

use Ross's examples, Stuff-ing is intended to relate sentences (73)

and (74). - ////
75. Men who shar?en gnives leer at us.
74. Men sharpeniﬁg kgives leer at us.
It could be argued that 5]&; is derived from (75) by the well-known
rule ot Whiz Deletiqn. f
75. Men who wgfe sharpening knives leer at us.

This analysis fails, however, because it is possible to find ing attached

—

to 5cative'0érb; that occur in relative clauses. Thus, although (76a)
and (76b) are unacceptable, (sbc) is n-vfectly good English.
76, a. *Jim i{s resembling Quang 1n'accent. o
b. *Linguists who are resembling Quang should be denied
the right to disseminate their smut.
c. Linguists resembling Quang should be denied the
right to disseminate their smut.

As Ross Indicates, adopting (76b) as the source for (76c) creates

<>
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- unacceptable difficulties in the analysis of stative verbs.
Ross's original formulation of Stuff-ing is presented in (77).

77. Stuff-ing (Optional)

v vl z\

— s x [ s * |
1 2 4 5 6 \
1 2 4iting 5 6 1

In this rule the symbol # is intended to indicate Chomsky adjunction.

“ Although he does not explicitly reformulate the rule, Ross notes (foot-

—-note 10) that sentence (78) provides evidence that ‘the ing would be

insertled without the relative pronoun being deleted. Only later, if

:her

ative pronour constituted the entire subject of a verb followed
uld this pronoun be deleted.'16
8. fhese.two examplgs, neither ot which}proving much in
isolation, combine to make an iron»ciad argument for
Precyclic Buttering. .
Although only about half the speakers (8 of 14) polled by the current
author accept (78), that is a sufficient proportion to argue that
Stuff-ing and Relative Pronoun Deletion should be formulated as
separate rules. Speakers who accept (78) require iwo separate rules,
Those who reject (78) differ from those who accept it only in the formu-
lation of the relative pronoun deletion rule. The revised version of
Stuff-ing should be formulated as (79).

79. Stuff-ing (Optional)

s.0. % [gnelgwe v vl 2

*7
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Notice that'adopting structure (57) places the NP domiﬁating
while as the second element in this structural description, n&t the
third. For as sentences'(SO) to (82) indicate the subjects of‘ghilgf
clauses but not the complemen.izers while can be deleted.
80. a. The people saw Mary while they were enjoying them-
selves.
: | b. While they were enjoying themseIVGs,the.people saw
© Mary. , \\1
\“\ 81. a. The péople saw Mary while enjoying themselves. B
b. While enjoying themselves, the people saw Mary.
82. a. ?The people saw Mary enjoying ﬁhemselves.
b. Enjoying themselves, the people saw Mary.
It is clear that even if (82a) {is acéeptable it cannot be interpreted ‘ -
aslmeaning the same thing as sentences (80) and (81). Although (82b)
can have the samnie meaning as (80) and (81) it is clear that it should
not be related transformationally to (8la) through (82a). To relate
it ffansformationallydto (81b) would requige;a fulé thaé deletes ]
<t£nstances of while only in sentence initial position. It would be
more satisfying to seek an analysis of sentences such as (82b) which
relateéjthem to absolutive clauseg such as.(83).
83. Speaking of sad stotles, Joﬁn cut off his little finger
yesterday. '
Thus it is necessary to prohibit the relative pronoun deletion ruleii'

from applying to structures underlying such sentences as (81).




2.3 Oblique qui-NP Deletion /{/

1= is clear that -the sentences of (81) with suquccless

/
embedded clauses should be traanormationally related/to cheir para-
phrases in (80). We will call the rule which trgnsforms the structures
underlying/the sentences in (8¢; to fhe structureé'uﬁderlying (81) by
deletion of an embedded sub;ect Oblique Equi=-NP Deletion. Téat this |

‘.

rule contalns an' ideﬂtity'constra1nt between the deleted NP and an
attecedent NP in the sur;ace main clayse can be seen from the fact
that the only possible interpretation- of (848) is 1dentical to the
-~interpretatxon,of (84h).
Gaa/a. John Erowned,ominously.while washing dishes. ‘.{
b. John frOwned ‘ominously while hei was washing disheat
(yhere i # J) o _ ' | "
Notice th}t the antecedent NP must command the deletéd NP.
Sentence (86) can;be dérived only from the structure underlying Sentence
(87) and not froﬁ the structure underlying sentence (88). ] 4// "
86. ,John frowbed ominously ac‘the thought that Mary Gould
sing while washing dishes. '
87. John frowned‘ominously at the thought that Ha%y would
sing while she was washing dishes. f
88. .John frowned ominously at the thought that Mary would
sing while he was washing dishes,
Similarly (89) can be derived only from the structure underlying'(§0)

and not from the structure underlying (91).

89. The girl who hates John smiled while waéhing dishes.




90. ‘The girl who hates John smiled while she was washing
dishes..
91. The girl who hates John smiled while he was washing

dishes.

Some speakers (approximately one-fourth of the over 300

_informants asked--see Chapter 3 for details) accept sentence (92b) as

well as (92a). ‘ - oy

92. a. The people saw Sophia Loren while enjoying them-
selves. ' ‘ N .
b. The people saw Sophia Loren while enjoying herself.
For these informants Oblique Equi-NP Deletion must have the structure
of (93).

93. Oblique Equgggg)Deletion (Optiovnal)

'__.f

s.n. X% Ne oY (NP e v+ing 2]
1 2 3 - 4 5 6 7
s.¢. 1 2 3 6 8 6 -7

CONDITION 1: 2 commands 4.

\ CONDITION 2: 2 = & (i.e., 2 is not featurally distinct

from 4) ,// P

CONDITION 3: The S = 4+5+6+7 is subjacent to a VP

Condition 3 is intended to limit the rule to adverbial clauses of the

same general type as while-clauses. On the basis of the claims made by

M. GCeis (1970) it is reasonable to expect this rule to apply to

clauses introduced by where as well as the temporal complementizers

et m

Before ﬁxamining the behavior of Oblique Equi-NP Deletion

A
/ .

v .
DR



_ Ln these other contexts, it is necessary to note syat, for/the majordity N

of speakexs who accept (92&) and reject (92b), ;ule (93)[needs to be

. Lonstrained in such a way that che antecedent AP can onlﬂ be the . //// '7 / ;
. , : /7

subject of its sentence. In order to emphasize the sﬁwilaritieb

~between the grammars for the two diﬁferent sets of. sgﬁakdrs, this : ; / / ‘

. i !
constraint will be stated as an addiitional condition on rule (93). / /
94, CONDITION 4: 2 1is ig ediately do;}hated by S. ,//// ‘ /

Returning to the question of which ogyer adverbial clause&,‘/

I
can undergo Oblique Equi-NP Deletion- consideiﬂéentences containing: '/

clauses introduced by when and where such 7# (95) and (96). ° ¢

q

95. WHEN

1. When (they were) watching TV, the people ?buld see
: i

i

\\ . Mary.
2. The people, when (they wére) watching TV, could see

Mary.

3. The people could, when (they were) watching TV,
see Mary, | /
4. The people could see Mary whgn (they were) watching
Tv. ;

96. WHERE !

1. a., Where they were standing, the people could hear

the music,

b. *Where standing,.the people could hear the music.

ne
.

a, The people, where they were standing, could hear

the music.

A
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b. *The people, where standing, could hear the music.
3. a. The péople could, wherg.they were standing, hear
the m?sic.
b. *The people cdﬁld, where standing, hear the music.
4, a. The people‘cbuld hear the music where tﬁey wetre
v . standing. )
b. *The people could hear the music where standing.

It is clear that both when- and where-clauses can be freely preposed.

Only when-clauses, however, can undergo Oblique Equi-NP Deletion. This

fact can be accounted for by the fact that Oblique Equi-NP Deletion i

deletes the tenee marker as well as the copula gf'the embedded claus;.
This 1s a nbn-recoverable deletion in all types of cléuses‘except
temporal adverbial relative clauses which, as discusse& earlier, M.
Gels (1970) hés shown are subject to tense harmony restrictions.

The only difference between gﬁggjclguses and where-clauses is
that when-clayses are relative clauses att;ched to a head noun TIME
and where-clauses are relative clauses attached to a head noun PLACE.
As J. Geis (1970) noted, this difference is shfficient to insure tense

harmony in the former case and to block it in the later case. Thus by

replacing term 5 by AUX in the .structural description of (93),

. Oblique Equi-NP Deletion, we make the fact that when- and while-

clauses but not where-clauses undergo the rule an automatic consequence
of the facts of tense harmony and a general constraint on the grammar
that blocks non-recoverable deletions. The revised version of the

rule is givcn-in 97).

/'C}



97. Oblidue Bqui-NP Delation (Optional)

s.o. x. w oy v oAk vaetng 2]

1 2 3 4 5 7 6 7
| s.c. 1 2 3 ¢ o 6 7
B CONDITION 1: 2 commands 4 / ‘

" CONDITION 2: /2’3 4 (i.e;, 2 is.featurally non-distinct

4/ :

/ .
\ /// from 4) V4

CONDIT;pﬁ 3: The S = 4+5+6+7 is subjacent to a VP
COND TiON 4: 2 is immediétely dominated by $ {some
// lects gniy) (i.é., 2 is a subject )
Sttik;ng cénfi;macion of.this analysis can be found in ﬁhe

behavior of until- and since-clauses. gggiiyclauses which gilCeis
has shown are subject to tense harmony bghave like when- aéd ggiégr
clauses with respect to Adverb Preposing and Oblique Equi—ﬁ? Deletion.
Temporal gigggrclauseé which, ﬂ. Geis has shown are subjéct to a tense
discord constraint, must undergo Oblique Equi-NP Deletion if they are
to be acceptable with participial forms. Causal since-clauses on the
other hand are not subject to parallel tense restrictions and cannot,//
undergo Oblique Equi-NP Deletian. X3 e i
98. UNTIL

1. Until (they were) actually rubbing elboﬁs, the

waigers could not see each other.
2. The waiters, until (they were) actually rubbing

elbows, could not see each other.

3., The waiters could not, until (they were) actually

A0



wa
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=rubbing elbows, seec each other,

4. The waiters could neoi see each other until (they

>

were) actually rubbing eilbows.

‘SINCE (temporal)

99, .

Tl u,l. a. *Since they were { vaying their tills } , the
- vatching TV

people { could call }.Mary.
called

o : b, Since { paying their bills }V, the people
) watching TV

o { could call } Mavy,
: called o
c. 1?Since they ! paid their bills } , the people
: { watched TV , '

{ could eall }-Mary.
called

Z2. a. The people, since they were { paying their bills }.
watehing IV

. -

by
{ cpuld call } Mavy,
crlled

b. The people, since § paying their bills } ’
watching TV

{could call } Mary. i
called

c. ?The people, since they { paid their bilis &'..
‘ watched TV )

{ could call } Mary.
called

3. a. *The people could, since they were { paying

their bilis } , call Mary.
watching TV
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b. Tho.beople could, siﬁég { paying their bills } , -
: \\ watching 1V o
call Mary. o \\

¢. ?The people céuld, since the

paid their bills }.
watched 1TV

\

call Mary.

4. a. *The people { could call } Mary siyce they were
. called :

{paying their bills } . CN | .
‘ watching TV | ._ : | o

b. The people‘{ could call } Mary since
called

{ paying their bills | .
watching TV

g

¢. ?The pevple { could call { Mary since they
called }

{paid their Yilis } .
watched TV ‘
100. SINCE (causal)
The (a) and (c) sentences of (99) are acceptable, but
the (b) sentences are not.
Sentences contaihing clauses introduced by before and after behavé~the
same wav as the other tempofal adverbial relative clauses (except
since) discussed above. The reasons are the same if M. Geis's
analysis of these clauses 1is adopted.
101, BEFORE
1. Before (they are) letting passengers board, the

airlines are conducting security checks.

to

The afrlines, before (they are) letting passengers

c-

LI
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M. Geis analyses clauses introduced by before and after as relative

’ . ’ 42

1

board, are conducting security checks.

- 3. The airlines are, before (they are) letting

~“passengers board, conducting security checks,

4. The airlines are conducting security checks befére

(they arc) letting passengers board.

ey

AFTER

1. After (they are) conducting security checks, the
,;*the airlines are lgtting passengeré board.
2. ‘The airlines, after (they are)>conducting security
checks, are letting passengers boarvd,
3. The airlines are, after (they are) conducting
security checks, letting passengers boarvd.
4, The airlépcs are lettin; passengers board after

9

(they are) conducting security checks.

A -~
clauses attached to ti.. head noun TIHE which is contained in a .
peepositional phrase introduced by one of the prepositions befote or .%
after, Geis also shows that before and after clauses exhibit tense
harmony. : .
As (103) illustrates, although as clauses are scmanticayly
very similar to while-clauses lhoyxdiffvr from all of the adverbial
relative clauses discussed above in not allowing Oblique Equi-NP g
Deletion,  Thev do, however, undergo Advofh Preposing,
103, AS
1. a. As (hvy‘wurc | paying their bill | | the
{ watching 1V f
Y
[



) b A 3
) people could see.Mary.
. : S
o M b, *As  fpaving thelir bill } » the people coyld
- watching TV ' |

!

e

see Mary.

2. a. The people, as they were { paying their bill } ’
watching TV

'
.
v

could see Mary.

b. *The people, as { paying their bill \ s could
' watching TV f

see Mary.

; 3. a. The people could, as they were { paying?

their bill y See Mary. -
watching TV } '
b. *The people could, as § paving their bill ) ,
watching TV
sec Mary.
4, a. ‘The people could see Mary as they were
-

{ paying their bill | .,
watching TV f

b. #The people could see Mary as { paying their bill} .
, watcehing TV

M oexplanation for this phenomenon is undoubtedly connected with the
tact that where while-clauses define a frame in which the action of
the main ¢ lause they mudifﬁ occurs; as-clauses define a time span
that is coextensive with the action of their main clauses.

Oblique Equi-NP Deletion is a disrinct rule from 'true'
Equi-NP Deletion, True Equi is a governed rule. Some verbs require
that its structaral deseription be met,

104, a., John tried to buy a camera,




o
¢ b. ®John tried for himself } to buy a camera,
: Mary ?
Other verbs require that'gruérﬁﬁui apply nhiigato{ily {f ils strue- ’ .
tural description is met ., - : - -'%
105. a. John wanted to buy _a camera. . \5
b,  John wanted { *himself } to buy a camera. :
Mary '
Still other verbs block Equi from apblying at all.
106, a. *John let ﬁuy a camera.
b. John let f himself } buy a camera.
Mary | ' ]
Obliqua Fqui-NP Deletion, on the othar hand can optionally apply with
any main verb,
107. John tried to buy a camera while (he was) visiting Japan.
108, John waited Mary to have the house painted while (he
) : was) visitiné‘dapan. ;
109. .John let Mary stay with her cousins while (he was) ’ N

visiting .Japan. -
The rqducvd forms of (107) through (109) are; of dqurse, ambiguous as
to whether the while-clause modifies the tirst or second verb. Only
the readings on which the while clauses modify the first verb;-ggjgg. F') '
wanted or let--illustrate the difference between ordinary Fqui-NP
Deletion and Oblique Equi<NP Deletion, The relevant readings m;; be
casier for some speakers to observe when the while~clauses are preposed
a8 dn (110) throueh (112).

110, While (he was) visiting Japan, .John tried to buy a

Carmer.a,

0N
EN
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i1, Whtlg.(hc was) visiging Japan,.John wanted Mary to
have {hU.hOUSUfpﬂinﬂQd. \

112, While (he was) visiting Japan, John let Mary séay
‘with ber codslns.'

Additional evidence for the claim that Oblique Equi-NP‘

Deletion is distinct from ordinary Equi-NP Deletion sﬁems.from the

fact that although the possible antecedent noun phrase for ordinary

Equi is the same for all speakers for any given verb, this is not

45

true for Oblique Equi. As is shown in Chapter 3, some spéakers treat

only derived subject NP's as potential antecedents when they apply

Oblique Eq;i while other speakers allow both derived and underlying

bbject NP's to be antecedents. It seems most improbable that a

subjact NP's to be antecedents and still others allow any subject or

combined deletion rule could be motivated that was both plausible and

~formulated in such a way that the portion corresponding to ordinary

Fqui<NP Deletion was held constant across'the population of speakers

while the portion corresponding to Oblique-Equi-NP Deletion varied

from speaker to speaker,

A third reason for keeping Obliqué Equi-UP Deletion

distinct from ordinary Equi-NP Deletion is that only Oblique Equi

requires. the deletion of an AUX as well as an NP. The rguments given

above that this deletion of AUX is constrained by a recoverability of

deletion restriction provide evidence that this deletion process is

part of Oblique Equi, for it is clear that Oblique Equi can apply only

°

when ‘this restriction is satisfied.,

A

-
"~

I

Q
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2.6 The External Structute of While-~Clauses

Two nain alternétive analyses are available .for explaining
the deép‘saruccure source of while-clauses in particular and advefbial
- 'clause% in general. Thg fl;st,&f these alternatives, which will be
referred to as the lower=$ aual&sis,-argues chat adverbial clauses
ubccur in deép structure more of less where they are found in surface
structure. The second approach, which will be referred to as the
higher-$ analysis, argues that adverbial clauses of the type under
considcracion ori&ina»e in sentences higher than the surface main
clauses in deep structure while the higher~-S analysis argues that the
surface main clauses are embedded in their adverbial'clauses in deep
_ structure.

.~ .. 1f we take into. accouuc ghe possibilitxes of exﬁginsically
D ' v@ . RN f"“’ s .

1) before Passive,

2) after Passive,
or allowing it to be unordered with respect to Paassive, then the
lower-S§ aﬁd higher-S analyses can be shown to predict the occurrence
of different English lects. The differences between these different
lects can be represented as differences in patterns of acceptability
judgments to the seucences of (92) and their Passive counterparts,
given below as (113).

113. a. 7The people saw Sophia Léren while enjoying

themselves.
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b. Sophia Loren was seen by the people while eﬁjoying
herself, |

co Sophia Loren was scen by the people whiie enjoying
themselves. .

d. The people saw Sophia ioren while enjoying herself.

In sentences (a) and (b) the subject of the while-clause has been - .

deleted under identity with the surface subject of the main clause."mj

In sentences (c) and (d) the subject of the while-clause hasvbeen

deleted under identity with the surface object of the main clause.}?

In senfences (a) and kc) the antecedent noun phrase is the logical
subject, while in sentences (b) and (d) it is the logical object.,
Grammars cnhtaining the less constrained version of rule (97)
prcdic; that all four sentences of (113) will be ,udged acceptable
regardless of the analysis of the ordering relation Letween Oblique
Lqui=NP Deletion.and Passive and regardless oﬁ}whether the higher~§
nn&lysis or the lower-S analysis is chosen. Grammars containing the
more constrained vérsibn of (97) an be divided into three groups
depending on whether theyallow application of Oblique Equi-NP Dele-
tion (1) befere Passire, (2) after Passive, or (3) both before and after
Passive, Type 1 prammars predict that sentences (113a) and (ll3c)
will be acceptable while (113b) and (113d) will be unacceptable. Type
2 grammars predict that sentences (113a)and (113b) will be acceptable
while (113¢) and (113d) will not. Type 3 grammars predict that

sentences (113a), (113b) and (113¢) will be acceptable while only

(113d) will not be acceptable,
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J-If we adopt Koutsoudas's (1972) suggestion thai 66 rules be
extrinsically orderedwwigﬂ_respect to each other, then under béth'.
the higher-$ analysis and the lower-$ analysis only Type 3 grammars can
Bv constructed, 1If we assume that all rules are éxtr@nsically ordered,
then the ﬁighérns analysis allows Type 2 ana Type 3 grammars to be
constructed. Type 1 grammars could not occur because;?assive will
<always have a chance to apply to the surface main clause before the
cycle on which the surface main clause and the adverbial clause are
both within the scope'of Oblique Equi-NP Deletion. Similarly, if we
assume- that some but not all rules of a grammar are extrinsically
ordered with respect to each oéher (the semiordering hypothesis); the
higher-slanalysis allows only Type 2 and Type 3 grammars. Under the
- assumption that all rules are extrinsically ordered, the lower-$S
analysis allows the constrﬂctiod of Type 1 and Type 2 grammars but not
Tvpe 3 grammars. Under the semiordering hypothesis, the lower-S
analysis allows all three types of grammars to be constructed. These
intersecting sets of praedictions are summarized in (llﬁ).. .

114, CGrammars allowed uander the higher-$ aud lowerés

analysés under three different ordering hypotheses.

HYPOTHESIS ANALYSIS GRAMMAR
Highee~§ Lower=-$§
All rules extrin- No " Yes Type 1
sically ordered Yes Yes Type 2
Yes No Type 3
Some rules extrin- No Yes Type 1
sically ordered Yes Yes Type 2
Yes Yes Type 3
Nu rules extrin- No No Type 1
stcally ordered No No Type 2
Yes Yes Type 3

.
| R
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" NOTES TO CHAPTER 2

7' 1. Counterexamples to thiﬁ/géheralization‘are produced by heavy NP~
Shift as 111us::ace¢/59 (a). K
a. The people sdw, while they were watching TV, the man who'

tried to sell them the Brooklyn ?ridge three diffcrent times.

//,,: Heavy NP-Shift also moves hfavy NP's around lexical adverbs such as
;? ze;terdaz. |
f. b. The peOple sav yesterday the man who tried to sell them
thé Brooklyn Bridge three different times.
[J This ekcegtion débs not affect the fol}owipg arguments which assume

that sentences such as (3d) should not be freely generated.

2. 1Independent evidence is presented in the Appendix that copulas are
dominated by AUX rather than by VP. ‘Emonds (1970) uses the fact
that some adverbs occur after the copula and auxiliary have and
before the verb to argue that these two items are modals dominated

by AUX at the time that his AUX Movemént rule applies.

3. J. Geis, after considéring and rejecting various ali:rnatives, .
suggests deep structures like her (70) for sentences containing
temporal and locative prepositional phrases. A transformational rule

eventually Chomsky adjoins the preposition to its objgct.

6N
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CAPTURED NOODLES :
Geis uses capital letters prior to lexical insertion to indicate the
-feature bundles that will eventually be replaced by lexical items or
deleted by transformations. |
4. 1In light of the existence of sentences such as (a) it is reasonable

to assume that in sentence (30):gg_§g,repLaces the while-clause and

2

not just the VP of the while-clause. ;
a. Zorro continued to duel while le protected a bruised arm

!

and his opponent fought while;doing so too.

need be identical to the nouﬁ phrase to which the clause is adjoined,

not the entire preposed phrase.

(23}

5. When pied-piping occurs, only one of the right-most constituent NP;S

-

\

T S



6.

7.

9.

10.

11.

" presents evidence against such a rule.
¢

Notice that once the .claim that a covert antecedent exists for while~ -
. : ' 7

clauses has been accepted, it is necessary to posit an Antecedent
Deletion rule to account for its absence in surface structure. Alter-
natively, it could be argued that the heads of relative clauses are .

created by a rule of Head Raising which is blocked in just those

cases in which Antecedent Deletion would apply. Btesnan.(1973b)’

t

Note that last allows time adverbs but does not allow frame time

adverbials. It is the only known verb with this property. Sentences

(34) and (35) are Gels's (3), (4), (6), and (7).

When-clauses also pronominalize with then, and in fact have an

analysis similar to that of while-clauses, although somewhat simpler.

See M. Geis's Chapter 3 for details.
These sentences are M. Geis's (36) and (37).

Work by Bresnan (forthcomming) and Perlmutter (1972) suggests that
Ross's variable rule constraints, in particuiar the Comp}ex NP
Constraint apply to deletioﬁ rules rather than movement rules. What
i{s referred to in this discussion as movement might be better analyzed

as copying followed by deletion.

The reason for positing a verbal sentence in these structures as
opposed to a copular sentence is to maintain the parallel with

nominalized sentences such as (51).

L]
Y

:
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12, Geis never indicates whether or not Antecedent Deletion is obligatory.

" He does note (pp. 63-64) one gpecial case when the rule is apparently

optional: where-clauses in w ich the speaker is pointing to the
pd

.Qréfergnt”QfAthére at the time lof the utterance, as in 'John stood
!

: {
~ there where Bonnie and Clyde got gunned down.'

¢

13. Geis never adopts a rule of wh%le or when formation although he does
sugges: (p. 95) a rule of while formation that he labele as ad hoc.-

His rule has nothing in common with the rule suggested here.

‘14, Last Deletion was mever formaliped by Geis.

|

15. It might be argued that the und#rlined clause'in-(a) constitutes an
example of'a for-to complement.\n a relative clause. -
~a. The man,(for you) to épéak to is John. //
o

If this argument is accepced, while-clauses can stilllbe analyzed as

/

a bpecial type of relative clause that is more restrictive than ocher

types as to the allowable tenses and complement types.
i

. 16, Ross goes on to suggest that the relacive pronoun deletion rule might

be extended 'by making it obligatory before any nonfinite verb form9

thus accounting for the contrast between a razor with which to shavp

and a razor (*which) to shave witn,
. il
17. M. Geis (1970) discusses each of these complementizers except as.
All of those which ﬁé treats are analyzed as relative clauses.

Whereas sentences containing while have underlying structures involving
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structures underlvxng stvxngh ke 'Lh:oubhout the time throughout
whigﬁxs lasted, ', sentences contaiuiﬁg when are associated with undev-
lying »trxnks 11ke 'at/during the time at/during which S.' Similarly
wherenclauaab ave associated with. underlyiug structures related to

'

.strings like 'at the place at which S.' Before~ and after-clauses
‘;re treated as relative clauses attached to prepositional phrases
introduced by the prepositions before and ggggg,urespectively: '
'bvtore the, time at which 8,' and 'after the time at which s.'
The structureés for gigggr and until-clauses are somewhat more
. complicated. Geis argues that the underlying structure of since-
clauses is like that underlying the string 'for all of the time that
_ends at the time at which §.' |
;égfclauses should presumably have struéturés very similar to
those of ghi&ng1a;SES- The only différencez would have to be
motivated by the fact that the action of muin clauses associated
with while~clauses must occur within the period specified by the
while-clause, while the action of main clauses associated witu as-
clauses must occur throughout the period specified by the as-clause.
This result couid be obtained in an ad hoc manner bgﬁ%}mply inventing
an abstract verb similar to léﬁ& which has the meaniﬁg 'transpired
simultaneously with.' For the purposes of the following discussion,

all that necd be assumed {s that as-clauses are also derived from

underlying structures containing relative clauses.

R
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M. Gels (1970) argues that until and jtemporal) ginca~-clauses are

relative clauses adjolned to an adverbial like for all of the time

and that they are subject to his Antecedent Deletion rule. In

addition he claims that gggl}:clauses never occur embedded in sentencea
with preseat perfect main verbs while temporal ggﬂggfclguses always

do. Although the sentencesAin (99) cast some doubt on the second

part of thié r.aim, a related fact that Geis notiéed.rema;ns valid:

Temporal since-clauses are subject to temse discord, that is 1if the:

tense of the main clause is present, then the temse in the since-  ;%W
clause must be past. Geis's example (133) is repeated below: \

a. 1i. *John has been livxng nere (ever) since hla father. diep
ii. John has been living here (ever) since his father died.
The reduced forms in example (99) suggest that Geis's restriction
should be modified to simply exclude present temses from since-clauses.
This modified vestriction would allow us éo account for the speakers
who accept the (c) sentences in (99) which would otherwise be totally
unaccounted for.
whacever‘the proper statement of this restriction is for temporal
since-clauses, causal since-clauses (not discussed by,the Geis's)
%re clearly not subject to it%
b. i. George came sin#e Mary paid his way. ‘ o
ii. George came sin¢e Mary is here too.
¢. 1. George cooks fi?h since Mary told him to.

11. Genrge cooks figh since Mary eats it.

s
"
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.a tense harmony restriction.

. 56

1t seems likely that a detailed formulation of the rvestrictions on :

the tenses of temporal sincg-clauses will sufficiently constrain the

) .
cholce of AUX so that Oblique Equi-NP Deletion can be considered a

recoverable deletion in this case as well as the cases governed by

People in (113¢) is, strictly speaking, not the object of fhe main

clause. The critical point is that it aud Sophia Lorem in (113d)

are not surface subjects.

DR
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CHAPTER 3: THE ACCEPTABILITY JUBGMENT EVIDENCE

/

/

I3

S.é//&ntroduction .
j : In orcer to determine which patterns of acceptance and rejection -
oﬁ/thc sentences in (1) actually occur three small studies were conducted.
l.ﬁ a. The people saw Sophia Loren while enjoying themselyes.
‘b. Sophia Loren was seen by the people while enjoying
herself.,
¢. Sophia Loren was seen by the.pédple while enjoying
themselves. v
d. The people saw Sophia Loren while enjoying herself.
Despite the fact that the three groups were testé” under differing |
conditions, highly similar resulis were abtained from each. These results
strongly suggeét that besides the all aceeptance pattera, on}y patterns of
Types 2 and 3 (as defined in Chapter 2) 5ctually occur. In order to cor- .
rect certain methodological shortcomings in the_fi;aL three studies, a
fourth study was conductod weing 272 intormants. This fourth study confirms
the existence of pattern Types 2 and 3 and raises grave doubts about the

existence of pattern Iype 1.

3.1 Preliminary Experiments

3.1.1 Stuuy 1l: Individual Oral Presentation

Twenty-six gradua;e students and faculty membevs at the University
of Texas at Austin were asked to give acceptability Jjudgments to sentences
similar to UXﬂmleh (la=d). The judgments were collected on an individual
basis with the }nluTVj&WUr recording the responses. The sentences were

repeated if requested,

5 67



©3.1.2 Results of Study 1 '

As can be seun from -Table L, the intformants can bé divided iuto
three main:groups. The first seven thorman;s actepted ali four of the
sente;ces; providing no 1nformacion-pn.the order of rule applicaqion.
lufogmants 8 through 13 rejected the sentence corresponding to (1d) and
accepted the remulning sentences. These speakers must allow Passive to
'~app1y either before or after Oblique Equi-NP.Deletion (Type 3). Informants
14 thrcugh 24, howe;er, accept only the sentences corresponding to' (1a) and
(lc). To account for these speakers, it 1s necessary to posit grammars
having Passive extrinsically ordered before Oblique Equi-NP Deletion
(Type 2)41

Under the lower-S amalysis, iusigting that all grammatical rules
be extrinsically ordered with respect to eéch other would lead to an order-
ing paradox in the construction of grammars for informants 8 through 13,
Ihis parados does not occur under the higher-$ analysis, because even if
Passive is extrinsically ordered after Oblique Equi-NP Deletion, it has
a chance to apply to the surface main clause on the first cycle. It is not
until the second cycle that Adverb Lowering creates a structure that satis-
fies the structural description of Oblique Equi-NP Deletion. 1f a solution

can be tound for e problems created by the violation of strict cyclicity,2

.

Passive would also have a chance to.apply on the second cycle, after the
. [
application of ubrlique Equi-NP Deletion.
Under both the lower & analysis and the higher-$ analysis, the

insistence that no rules may be extrinsically ordered with respect to cach

other would lead to a4 complication in the description of the grammars for

6R
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Table 1

Study 1: Respouses to Sentences With While-Clauses

- b c d
Informant -- : - -, .
Number ' .
1. + o+ + + N{.
+ + + + L
3. + + + - + N 1 constraint
4, + + + + N a. NP =NP_
5. 3 I + . + N$ . ' matrix
0. + + .+ + N
7. + R R N)
8. + + + - N] :
Y. + + + - N 2 constraints
10. “+ \‘~ + + - N é. NP = Np
~
1. N \\ v . - L 4 ma;rix
12. + ot + - L b. NP .. = subject .
13. R . + - ] matrix
: !
14, + b - - N]
15. + + - - L .
lob, + + - - N 3 constraints
-.' < R -— - . a. + = N\
17 . a. NP = NP trix
1, - + - - N 5 - .
19, + + - N * “natpix ~ subject
N - & - N?
) . N N c. Passive p-ecedes
- . - - ¢ N N
o . + _ _ N Equi-NP Deletion
23, - + - - L
\J/ - - -
Ja. - + L)
25, + - + N 3 constraints
26, ¥ ~ - - N a4, NP = NP matrix
b. NP matrix = object
R ST SR R - ¢. Passive precedes Deletion

A. ®We maw oopiia Loren while enjoyine ourselves
b. suphid Lores was seen by us while enjoying herself
e

¢. Sophii Lorer wis seen by us while enjoying ourselves

d. YWe saw Sophi s booren while enjeving herself

: .

' e R ST P
(. = o1 ol

S theeretieally motivated explanation

"G
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informants ib t rougﬁ'éﬁ. The adopticn of the semiordering hypothesis
ihut grammﬁrs c3n cunt§;n.both extrinsically ordefed and unorder%d ru],es,'3
allows us to accpunt fdr both of these groups of 1nformants (Tyﬁes 2 andl)

as well as to de%cribe the difference between them in a matutal way. The

grummgrs tor. intormanta 1 through 24 all contain an Oblique Equi-NP Dele~ |
‘tion rule which 9pélies to while-clauses with the constraint that the

deleted NP bewdaentical to some NP in the matrix sentence.’ Tﬁé gramnars

of infcrmanté 8‘through 13 haye an additional constraint on Obiiqbe EquinNP
QDelet}dﬁfthat requirves the matrix NP ;o be the subject of the matrix sentence

atfﬁhe time that dele:ion occurs. The gf&mmarg of informants 14 through 24 .

1] .
share these two constraints on Oblique Equi-NP Deletion and add a third:

Ublique LEqui-NP Deletion cannot apply before Passive.

1.1.3 study 2:  Group Oral Presentation

A gecond study was designed to veplicate and extend the results
3?‘£Ludy 1. 1In addition to sentences using saw as the main verb and enjoving
a5 the verb in tﬁe embedded sentence, a set of sentences was coustructed
using watched and amusing. Study 1 did not address the question of the
relation between preposed and postposed while-clauses in sentences suéh as
those in examples (2) and (3).
2. While amusing ourselves, we watched Lyndon Johnson.
3. We watched Lyndon Johnson while amusing ouréelves.
It oblique Equi-NP Deletion applies before Adverb Preposing we would expect
the constraints on deletion in preposed and postposed adverbial clauses to

e tdentical tor o piven individual., Note that Oblique Equi-NP Deletion

<3t b antriasicaliy ordered belore Adverb breposing it we adopt a structural

0
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fndex utilizing the ﬁ7ft-to-r1ght ordering of the symbols as in (4).5

b g x‘f NP]; X [gwhile ¥¢yp K] X
1/, 2 3 4. 5 6 7

. /
There 1s w0 need 3b assume extrinsic ordering, for if Adverb Preposing

ware to apply beféte Oblique Equi=NP Deletion, the conditions for the
/application of the deletion rule would be destroyed. If, en the other
hand, a rule w74c adopted uhlch uses some other technique for identifying
the 1dentiua€/NP in the matrix sentence that 1s not dependent on the left-
to=vight oriéring of the étring (e.g‘, a distance principlg), it would be
possible to create a situation in which;oblique Equi~NP Delation applies
after Adv?éb Preposing and the appropriéte"model' NP wh;ch governs deletion
varies., /@or spegkers who hav% Oblique Equi-NP Deletion extrimsically
urdereé/after Passive, we would expect to see reversals in the acceptability
judgmiﬁts between sentences with preposed and sentehcés with postposed
ggiigfclaﬁses. !

The sentences in Study 2 (see Tables 2 and 3) were presented to
a group of 20 psychology students at the University of Texas who had had
no 1Luguistic training. The interviewer read the sentences twice unless
requ;ated to repeat, and the informants reuoxded their own judgments on
ansyer sheets., Four responses were allowed: (1) Unacceptable, (2) Uncer-
tain, but probably unacceptable, (3) Uncertain, but probably acceptable,
(4) Acceptable. Responses 1 and 2 were scored minus (=) and responses 3

and 4 were scored plus (+).

a4l
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3.1.4 Results of Study 2

The response of 13 of the 20 informants to the sentences involving
saw showed the same three patterns as the maJority of .the informants from
Study 1 (see Table 2). There is no’apparent theoretiéally motivated expla-
natlon for the responses of 6 of the remaining seven informants.

As can be seen from Table 3, 16 of the 20 informants exhipited
the same three main patterns (the ail acceptance pattern, pattern 2 and

pattern 3) for sentences involving watched and amusing as were found for

sentences with saw and enjoying. One of the remaining informants (17) seems

to have the same constraints on Ublique Equi-NP Deletion as the other speakers
who acéept only two sentences excepc-that Oblique Equ;-NP Deletion is ordered
before Passive. The patterﬁs of the remaining three informants have no theo-
retically motivated explanatioh. |

Somewhat surprisingly, the coqstraiuts on the sentences with
watched seem to be more strimgent than those on the sentences with saw (sce
~ Table 4). In particular, eight speakers whogaccepted the active saw-sentence
with deletion under object identity (ld) rejected the corresponding seﬁtence
with watched. It canmot be clear what should bevused to accourt for this
difference until a replication has been completed using 3 variety of lexical
items.

As can be scen from Table 5, the same three basic patterns of
. acceptability exlst for preposed while-clauses as for postposed clauses.
This is particularly 1nteres;1ng in light of the fact that sentences with

preposed adverbials and deletion under nansubject fdentity (such as (5))_are

explicitly rejected be the school grammars, while the corresponding sentences

o

I
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Table 2 e
. l:"/ &
Study 2: While-clauses with saw as the matrix verb
Uy
Sentence
Informant a b < d_
Number
1. + + + +
2. + + + +
3. + + + + X
1 constraint
4. + + + + e
‘ a.NP = NP matrix "
5. + + + + e
6. + + + + ’
7. + + - +
No theoretically motivated
8. + + - T + explanation
90 + + - +
10. + + + - )
2 constrgints
11, + + + - , a. NP =) NP matrix
12. + + + - b'Npmat ix"® subject
13. + + + -
14 . + + - - . 3 cc&hﬁﬁt{lts
5. . " ) ) a/b.NpP = Npmatrixg subject
16. + + - - c. Passive precedes
Deletion
170 + - - ’.
18. - + - -
. No theoretically motivated
19. + - - - explanation
20, + - - -

Key to sentences:
a, We saw sophia Loren while enjoving ourselves
b. <ophia lLoren was seen by us while enjoving herself
c, Sophia Loren was seen bv us wvhile enjoying ourselves
d. We saw Sophia Loren while enjoving herselt

> B . gt
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Table 3. I

o

Study 2: While-clauses with watched as the matrix verb "

Sentence * :
Informant _&_ b c d
Nunber , ’
1. + + + . + 1l constraint ‘
3. + ¥t a. NP = NP raerix
4o + + + -
13. + + + -
5. + + + - } 2 constraints |
/ 14, 4+ + + - 3. NP = .NP matrix
| 2. + + ¢ - b. NP__ . = subject
20, + + + - =
17. + - + e ‘} 3 constraints (?) P+ NPmatrix = subject
11, - + + P c. Deletion
12, + + - ,/ - W ' _ precedes Passive
9, + + - ’ -
19. + + - -
15, + + - - 3 constraints
N =
7. + + - - a. NP = NP matrix
l6. + + - - b. Npmatrix = subject
18, + + - - c. Passive preceds
Deletion
6. + ¢ - -

\

l.() . - -+ - -
*x
8. - + - . -

Ketv to sentences

a. We watchet Lyndon Johnson while amusing ourselves

b. Lvndon Johnson was watched by us while amusing himself

c. Lyndun Iohnson was watched by us while amusing ourselves v

1. we wate el Dyndon Johnson while amusing himself

*No theotetically motivated explanation

T4
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Table 4 o !

Comparison of sentences with gaw and watched as main verb

Saw

Watched

s Subject Agreement

Non-subject
Agreement

Subject Agreement

Non-subject
Agreement

Active |Passive

Passive | Active

Active Passive

Passive

Active

Informant
Number
1.

2.
3.

5. A
4,

6,
7.

- 8
9.

10.
11.

12,
13,
15.

14,
16.
17,
18.
19.

20.

Number of 19
Acceptances

U T O A T R N R

TP R R SN T N N .

17

+ + + + + +

]
R S S SR S S

+ + + +
]

10 10

+ + + + + + +

+ + + +
L+ 4+ 4+ + + + + + o+t

+ + + + +
+ + + + + ++ 4+

17

-
o

watched
+ -

+ + + +

+ + +

10

+ | 39 17

8aw

- 9 15

o

/
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Table .5
Comparison of prepvsed and postposed while-clauses
Preposed Reflexives . Postposed Reflexives
SUbJect Agreement Won=5ubJect | SubJect ABroement Nori=subject
, , ~ Agreement , . Agreement
"EEETVE“‘ﬁﬁﬁafvﬁf“'"‘§E§§IV§[§E€IVE"'EEETVEW‘EEEEIVET‘"333§IV§“5€E175
- . Informant . ‘
Number
1. + .0+ + + + o+ + +
30 + + + + + + bt -
7. ¢+ + + + + + - -
6. , + + + + + + + -
4, + + + - + + + -
13. + + + - + + + -
18, 4, + + - + - + -
2, + + + - + + + -
90 : + + + = - + - -
12,  + + - + + + + +
5. ¢+ + - - + + + -
11. + + - - + + - -
” 16. + + - - + + - -
190 + + - - - <+ hd -
10. + + - - + + - -
léo + had - - + +' - -
200 + - - - + + + -
umber of 20 18 11 6 17 19 10 2
icgeptances '
Postposed
4 o
+] 42]13
Preposed
- 6119
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‘°wi£h postposed advefbials (such ag (6)) areigenerally ignored by these
Brammars., ;
5. While amgging’ghrsel§es, Lyndon Johnson was watched by us.
6. Lyndon johnson was watched by us while_ampsiqg ourselves.
Informants who do not give identicaluresponseé to corresponding
seatences with preposed and postposed clauses show a marked preference for
the sentences with preposed clauses (13 to 6). This preference may be :
related to the existence of such pariicipia; agéolutives as (7)?

7. hroseiug the street, John/tripped ov;r his shoelaces.

It may well be that wﬁatever mechanisms speakers'ﬁse to process utterances
like (7) are available for processingrpreposed but not postposed adverbial
. ¢lauses, !

Although there is considerabiy more variation in the data from
étudy 2 than waé found in Study.l, the saue three basic batierns'of responses
occur in both studies. The patterné for prepdseg and postposed sentences
are highly similar, lending support to the.hypothgsis'that Oblique Equi-NP

' QQIetion is not extrinsically ordered with respect to Adverb Preposing but
,’15 intrinéiéally ordered before it. An unexplained difference was found
between the responses to sentences involving saw and those invelving watchedf
Deletion under object identity with an active matrix sentence was more

readlly accepted in the former than in the latter. Preposed while-clauses

are somewhat more acceptable than postposed while-clauses.

3.1.5 Study 3: Individual Written Presentation

Study 3 was designed to replicate the results of Studies 1 and 2

with respect to postposed while-clauses but in a written mode of presentation.

K



The tour sentences of interest were randomly embedded among 67 other
sentences dealing with relative clauses.6 These sentences were preaented
to the'informants in writing along with the instructions:

The following sentences vary in acceptability for different
speakers of English., Please indicate your initial reactions
according to the scale on the next page. Please do not: -
(1) Change your first reactivn, (2) Discuss these with
anyone else, (3) Reread sentences which you have already
marked.

The materials were returned at the informants'.convenience. Of

the 27 graduate students and faculty from various educational imstitutions

in the Los Angeles area who completed the questionnaire, 21 had a signifi-

-

cant amount of linguistic training. The response possibilities and

interpretations were the sameg as those in Study 2.

(u

3.1.6 Results of Study 3 '

Nineteen of the informants responded with patterns identical to
the three main patterns found in the previous studies (see TaQ&g 6).
Informant twelve's pattern (TYPe 1) could be accounted for under the lower=-S$
analysis by a grammar having three constraints on Oblique Equi-NP Deletion.
1. The deleted NP must be identical to some NP in the matrix
sentence. |
2. fhe antecedent NP in the matrix sentence must be the subject
of its sentence.
3. Oblique Equi-NP Deletion is extrinsically ordered before
Passive.

Informant twenty-three's responses suggest a grammar like the

above with the second constraint changed so that the modei NP is the object

IR
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S, 1

{ the,maért£35entvn:e. The rvemaining 6 informants' responses have no

thepretically plausible explanation. These results correspond closely

to.Lhe.results of the other two studies.

| It is worth noting that only one of the six non-linguists in
St&dy 3 responded with one of the three maln pétterns found in all the ’
‘studies. This fact suggests that at least in tﬁe written mode, linguists
and non-linguists are approaching the task of assigning acceptability
judegments differently. This difference can probably be attribﬁted to the
ditficulty of making the nature of the AEceptability judgment clear to a
naive informant. In the casc of the orally presented materials, informants
were permitted to ask for cIarifiéation'of the 1nstructions.7 This oppor;

tunity was generally not available to the informants who responded to the

written sentences.

-

3.2 Discussion of Preltminagy\ngperiments

Of the 16 logically possible patterns of responses to the four
p;radigm sentences with postposed wiile-clauses, 12 appear in the data from
the three studies (see Table 7). Over three quarters of the response pat-
terns, however, were concentrated in the three most frequent patterns: The
all Jccéptance pattern, pattern Type 2, and pattern Type 3 (as defined in
Chapter 2). These three patterns can all be accounted for in theoretically
natural and interesting ways. Two of the remaining pattérns (representing
47 of the total) can also be descri;ed in grammatically';eaningful terms.
It is not clear, however, that it is necessary or reasonable to do so in
light ot the small number of inforﬁants exhibiting the patterns. Tﬁe

remaining seven patterns make up 177 of the data, but have no theoretically

"y
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Table 6 70 - f
. Study 3: Responses to Sentences hith While-clauses
—
Sentences . ’
@4 b e d
i, + + + + N
i' : -: : : ? 1 Constraint
N ' . + \J 1)
a + + + 9 L a. NP= NP rix
-1. + + ' - + L } " *
0. ¢ + + - L ]
. o + + - L '
-, + + e - L { 2 Constraints
", . + + - L J | an NP = NPpacrix
bu, + + + - L be NPpaerix = Subject
li. + + - N } * ’
o " R + _ N 1 3 Constraints, including
S Deletion ordered before Passive
Py : + - - L] .
l‘c. + + - - L
i, + + - - L
ih, . + + - - L 1 Comstraints, including
ti. + + -, - ] Deletion ordered after Passive
:3. 4 "' - - lo ’
é‘). 4 + - - ]4
', + . - - L.
B ¢ + - - L
. + + - - L .

1_ 3 Constraints, i(ncluding
heleti - ordered before Passive and
NPyapprix = Object

+
'
<+
P
| WY

R . . - 1

) . - - ,
) l' *
h + - N

) - N

: /

Key tu sentencess
ot
i Linuist a. The people saw Sophia Loren while enjoying themselves.
N Lot -banguist b. Sophia Loren was seen by the people while enjoying
herself.
c¢. Judy was seen by the people while enjoying themselves. -
d. The people saw Karen while enjoying herself

VL tects Lioalle motivated esplanation

20
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reasopable éxpianations which can be associated with them, Thé existence
oi these patterus is probably due to the relatively high 1evg1 ol ’ﬁoise'
which is associated with collecting acceptability judgments. This noise
has at least three sources: (1) The difficulty of disambiguating the'
question 'Is this sentence acceptable te you?', (2) The indeterminacyrof
iﬁtrospection, and (3) the ?dhreasing difficulty of making consistuut
judgments after 10 to 20 seﬁtenceslhave been processed.

Two, main deféreﬁfes between linguists and non-linguists are | (
apparent from a comparison of their responées to the postposed while-clauses:

1., Ti* linguists tended to have umore cbnstraints on the Oblique

Equi-NP Deletion rule than the non-linguists,

4
and .
LN

2. The linguists' recsponses tended to be cieaner; i.e,, fewer

non-explainable patterns appeared in the data from linguists.

3.3 Study 4: Croup Written Presentation

t

Studies 1 to 3 clearly indicate a lack of homogeneity among
Fnglish speaking informants in judging the acceptability of sentences like
(1a-d). Nevertheless, several methodological questions can be raised about
those studies which call their specilic results into question. Within each
study, all informants saw or heard the sentences in the same order. Since
it Is quite possible that in the context of an earlier sgntence a‘iater
sentence may appear ho be better or worse than if it weré presented in
{solation, these studies may be biased by the presentation orders chosen.
In addition, no controls were placed on the length of time each informant

had in which to indicate his judgment for each item. Under these condf;}ons

4



Major Pacterns: All Acceptance + + + ¢

Minor patterns having
" theoretical explanations: Type 1 + - '+ - ' 2 0 1

i

Patterns without
theoretically motivated

explanations

Surface Object Ageeement -  + - + ’ 5 0 3
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Tabla 7 =

Comparison of Response Patterns of Linguists - )
and Non-linguists in Studies 1, 2, and 3 ‘

% .of Informants Responding
‘Sentence Type

I',
e .

O | a b ¢ d

Type 3 + 4+ + -

Type 2 @+ + - - 23 48 33

[]

+

]

[ ]
N 0NN NN
cC O wwooe
e N Y T o

Key to sentences:

8.
b.
Ce

d-

l.
2.
1.
2.

We saw Sophia Loren while enjoying ourselves

Sophia Loren was scen by us while enjoying herself
sophia Loren was seen by us while enjoying ourselves
Judy was seen by the people while enjoying themselves*
We saw Sophia Loren while enjoying herself ;
The people saw Karen while enjoying herself*

*Sentences 3b and 4b were used in Study 3.

a
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it is possible that some of the informants had time to intellectualize

-

thelr responses. Such an explanation could concqivably account for the

differences foqnd between the responses of linguists and nonlinguists.
Furﬁhermore. because repetitfions were available on requést, senteﬁces were
néﬁ all heard or read the same number of times. é.

| For reasons similar to these Greenbaum (1973) decided to conduct‘

!

| fa;study using the sentences from Study 3, in which all possible ordurs of

f
{ presentation were used and in which informants were allowed'only 5 seconds
'tqgfespond_to each item. Greenbaum found that sentences are more likely Eg///’

R

be ;ejgcted if presented in first position than if presented in aqz/ptﬁé
pusitiéh. Although he does nothggport his results in tétmﬁ/of”tﬁé frequency
of/oé;urrence of the different response.patterns, the—moét frequeﬁq pattern
which he observed--and the only pattern which can be shown to occur at above
chance rates--is the all reject pattern. It seems likely that éﬁis surpr@sj
ing result is due to the imposition of the 5 second per response_limitation1
In ofder to resalve the question of which pat:erps do - in fact T
occur at above chance frequencies, and in order to determine ﬁhe ei@éét-of
a 5 second limitation per response, a fourth study was conduéted. %ﬁe
sentences used were identical to (ia-d) except that Sophia Loren was changed
to Mary. Each sentence and tpe four point scale appeared on a sepafate,page,
and the pages were stapled into a booklet. Approximately half (127) of the
fnformants were told to turn the page every 5 seconds, while the remainder
(145) were told to work as quickly as possible without skipping any sen-
tences and that'they would have to report the amount of time used at the

end of the test. Examples of the inmstruction sheets for the timed and

self-paced groups are given in (8) and (9).

1308}
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Please 'do uot turn the page until you are asked to.

On each of the pages that follow you will find a sentence.
We would like to have your imuediate reaction to the accept--
ability of the sentences. On each page vou should check the
box with the number that indicates your reaction. The scale
of possible reactions given below is repeated on each page.

4 * Acceptable

3 Uncertain, but probably acceptable

2 Uncertain, but probably unacceptable !

1 Unacceptable ‘ |

P4 .
In order to make sure that you give your first reaction, will f

you p.ease follow the spoken instructions. They will tell you
when to turn each page. .-

9.

Please do not turn the page until you are asked te.

On each of the pages that follow you will find a sentence.
We would like to have your immediate reaction to the acceptability
of the sentences. On each page you should check the box with the
number that indicates your rcaction. The scale of possible
reactions given below is repeated on each page.

L 4

Acceptable

Uncertain, but probably acceptable

Uncertain, but probably unacceptable

Unacceptable ‘ o

a—-mLt\

In order to nake sure that you give your first reaction, please
. work as quickly as you can without skipping any sentences. Do
( not go back to sentences after you have reacted to them. Do not

N change a response once you have made ft. A place is provided at
the end of this booklet for you to note the time that is written
on the blackboard when you finish. .

These {ustructions were read to the informants after the test
8
booklets had been distributed. Example (10) shows a typical page of the

test booklets.

84
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10.

The people saw Mary while enjoying themselves.

& ' Acceptable
' L 3 Uncértain, but probably acceptable . <
2 " Uncertain, but probably unacceptable
1 Unacceptable
b— [3.

§

The informants are all native speakers of English., All a7e undergraduates
drawn from English, psychology, anthropology and beginning linguistics
courses at the University of California at Los Angeles, the University of
'Sou{ﬁérn California, and California State College at Dominguez Hills.

‘ Since four items c2n be arranged in 24 distinct linear sequences,
24 presentation sequences were used. These were divided into six Latin
squares containing four sequeneces each., Large, multi-section classes were
used in the experiment, Sections wera randonly assigned different Latin
squares with the comstdaint that corresponding timed and self-paced booklets
from o given Latin squgre wore distributed to different sections of the same

\ class.g At least three informants received each presentation sequence under

eachh condition,

3.4 Results of Study &

3.4.1 Aunalysils of Variance

Table 8 {s the source table for the analysis of variance procedure
used. No significant difference was found among the six Latin squareg,
although the order effect noted by Craenbaum was confirmed (p¢.0l, ¥=17.70,
df=3,672). As can be seen from Table 9, the earlier a sentence is presented

the more likely {t is to be rejected. The only exception is that the

O
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Between Informants 271
Condition (C) 1 2.01945 s
Latin Square (L) 5 - 3,40871 1.94
Sequences (S/L) 18 1.87044 ) 1.06
CxL. 5 3,97238 2,26
¢ x S/L 18 - 1.36334 <1
Informants (I/CSL) - 224 1.75892
Within Informants 816 |
Position (B) 3 15,57524 17.70%%
Sentence (T) 3 81,87306 93.05%*
LxP 15 . 0.64966 <1
LT 15 0.72583 1
Residual (R/L) 36 0.99523 1.13
CxP. ha 0,58741 <1
CxT 3 7.49948 8, 52n
CXLxP 15 0.42120 <1
CxLxT 15 0,64372 <1
C x R/L 36 1.30934 1.49%
P x I/SL 672 0.87985

*5<,05
k#pC, 01

Table 8: Analysis of variance for acceptability judgment data from

Southern California college students.

86
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: \
self-paced informants accepted the third sentence presented slightly more

frequently than they accepted the fourth sentence presented to them. This

dif ference is, however, not statistically significant. _ ;\
.  ;n
Position
1 2 3 b Average
Self-paced 2.14 2,58 2,73 2.69 2.53
Timed 2,20 2.55 2.75 2,87 2.59

Avetage_ 2.17 2.57 207‘. . 2.78 \\\?:6

Table 9: Mean responses by position and condition.

Comparison of the average means for each pair of pusitions (Table 10)

demonstrates that the scores for sentences presented first are sign1f14
cantly lower than the scores for sentences presented in each of the other\\
positions (p<.001). Scores for positions other than the first were not

3

significantly different from each other}lc

Position

1 2 l3 4
1 €G- 22,11 64.89%% 51, 44%%
2 - 3.99% 6.09%
3 - .22

Table 10: F-values and significance levels (df=1,672) for
differences between average means for each pair of
positions using Winer's (1962:378) technique for
unveighted means.

*p<, 05, **p<,001

NOW

¢
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As expected, the respenses to the four sentences (la-d) were
significantly different (p<.01, F=93.05, df=3,672). The average ueans

for each sentence are presented in Table 11.

N Sentence , ' .
\7 a b c d Average
Self-paced 3.27 3.07 2.05 1.75 2,53
Timed 2,97 2,99 2,21 2.25 2.62
Average 3.12 3.03 2.16 2.00 2.58

Table 11} Mean responses by sentence and condition.

Exemination of TaSle i1 shows that the respenses of tha sélf-paced group
are more extreme than the responses of the timed group. Thus the sélf-paced
group rated sentences (1a) and (1b) higher than the timed group did. Simi-
larly, the self-paced groub nlso rated sentences (lc) and (1d) lower than
the timed group did. This effect appears in Table 4 as a significant
condition by sentence interaction (p<.0l, F=8.,52, df=3,672). There exists
a straightforward explanation for this interaction: Since the timed infor-
mants were rushed in making thelr judgments, they indicated uncertainty by
ussigni?g ratings of 2 (uncertain, but probably acceptahle) and 3 (uncertain,
but proﬁably unacceptable) instead of 1 (acceptable) and 4 (unacceptable).
This interpretation is supported by the fact that the differences in the
average means for the two gfoups is not significant.

Pairwise coﬁparisions of the sentence means for each group are

given in Tables 12 and 13. Neither group treated sentences (la) and (1lb)

5
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significantly differently, -Both groups treated (la) and (1b) significantly
differently from sentences (lc) and (1d). The only distinction between the
. ~ groups is that the timed group'did.not treat sentences (lc) and. (1d) differ-

entially while the self-paced group showed a strong tendency to do so.11

Sentences
a b e d \
a - 296 110,144 170,974
b | - 76,994 | 128,94%%
¢ ‘ - 6.606*%

. Table 12: Self-paced group: F-values and significance levels
- (df=1,672) for differences between means for each pair
of sentences based on Winer's (1962) technique for
unweighted means (#*p<.01, *# p<.001).

Sentences
. a b ‘. c d
a .- .03 33,7746 35,7244
o b - . - 35,724 37.74%%
) ¢ = .03

>y

Table 13: Timed group: F-values and significance levels (df=1,672)
- for differences between means for each pair of sentences
based on Winer's (1962) technique for unweighted means

(**p<.001).
The responses of the two groups wer: coapared on a sentence by sentence
basis. The only sentence Lﬁat the two groups treated significantly

differently s (1d), with p<.001 (F=13.82, df=1,896), thus confirming
[ ¥
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the tendency noted 1. Table 8 for the self—ﬁaced group to treat sentences

(lc) and (1d) distinctively. Taken together thesc facts show that the

\

teffect of imposing a five second time limit on the responses is to decrease

\

the differentiation among the four sentences. Not surprisingly, the less

time informants have to make a decision, the less certain they are about

the decision. o
) L[] . .

K A related effect of the time limit, ﬂoé‘apparent from the analysis
o},variancu. fs an increase in the numbér of omitted responses. 1Im the
sclf—paced conditzor all informants responded ci/g}l the test sentences.

In thg timed cqndition 11 of the 127 informants (8.57%) did not respond to

one or more of the sentences. As the failure to answer in five seconds

can be taken as an indication of indecision, nonresponses were given the

" value of 2.5 on “he four point scale for purposes of the analysis of

variance. Since there 1s no way of knowing what their 'true' respomse
patterns might be, these 11 informants were omitted from the Schefié-type
analysis of the pattern types discussed.belaﬁ. _ }

.Lontrary to Greenbaum's findings, but coﬂsls;ent with Studies 1-3,
the three most frequent patterns in both the timed and the gseli-paced cases
were the 411 acceptance pattern and patterns of Type 2 and Type 3. kSomewhat‘
surprising in light of Greenbaum's results is the high correlation (épearman
rank order correlation rs=.7975, t=4.95, df=14, p¢.001) berween the timed
and self-paced informants on the relative popularity of the patterns.

Table 14 juxtaposes the rank-orderings ol the 16 patterns under the two

conditions.



81

,f‘l The data irom Table 14 are graphed in Figure 1. 7This graph

shows both the similarity-between the popularity ofithe patterns and the
effect of }mposing a five second time limit. There are relatively fewer
timed informants in the most frequent patterns and more timed informants

A

scattered throughout the nine least frequent patterns. This dacrease in

i
’
7

pgpéern differentiation is. another detrimental effect resulting from the

Amposition of a five second time limit.

1
Wt

3.4.2 Scheffé-Type Multinomial Comparison
In order to answer the quest;on of which patterns occuf“g;
above chance frequencies a Scheffé-cypé multinomial comparison was ébp;iedA
to the relative frequencies of occurrence of the patterns. The relative
‘//ffreqpency of‘churrence of each pattern was compared to that oﬁ\each of the
f// . other patterns. If the three most frequent patterns\really rvepresent the
.only three available grammars, they should be significantly more freguent
than each of the others. In additiom the 13 less frequent patterns ghoqlé
appear only as a result of measur;ment error--such extraneous factors as
'slips éf the pgncll, the misreading of a sentence, or the mis;ntetpretation
of the instructions. Thus, given that no systematic biases were introduced
by the test or the test administrators, these pattj}ns should occur randomly
and with approximately equal frequency. ’
The results of the comparison of the three most trequent patterns
to the remaining 13, presented in Tables 15 and 16, are consistent with
K these expectations., For the self-paced informants the two most frequent

patterns (Types - and 3) are distinct from all but the four most frequent

of the remaining patterns. The all acceptance pattern is significantly

a4
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N
\\ Percent of Informants
) Rank Order - Exhibiting Pattern
Sentence  QOvar=all Self-paced Timed Self-paced Timed
abed N - (N=145) (N=116)
oo 1N, 1 1 26,14 17.24
+ + 4+ - 2 ‘ 2 3 18,62 11.21
P 3 4 2 9,66 13.79
\
€= N beS 4 7% 9.66 7.76
- -l-;. - - \\‘-\{0.5 6 6 8097 8062
b 6" 7 4.5 6.90 © 9,48
oo - ;- 4 8 9.66 5.17
- -4 8 11.5 AR 1.38 9,48
b - - 9 8 9.5 301‘5 (0031 N
PN 10 11.5 9.5 1.38 L4.3Y
b o s 12.5 10 13 2,07 172
- b4t 12,5 13.5 11 0.69 3,45
- - 14 15,5 13 0.00 1,72
R 15 135 15,5 0.69 0.00
B e 7 15,5 15.5 0.00 - 0.00

Cible t4:r o Rank order and pereent of informants exhibiting eich

pattern,
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Jitterent only from the non-occurring patterns.® The Type 1 pattern was

exhibited by 3.45 percent of the informants and was significantly less

frequent than patterns of Type 2 or.Type 3 (p<.0l).

s, The timed group, on the other hand, exhibited fewer significant

N
diffcrences than the self-paced group. Only seven (as opposed to 18)

compdrisons were significant at p<.01. * The overall results of the timed

group were, however, similar to those of the self-paced group. The Type

1

pattern was exhibited by 4.13 percent of the imformants. In both groups,

this has the eighth most popular pattern of the 16 logically possible

patterns. In neither the self-paced nor the timed conditions, were

significant difterences detected among the occurring less frequent patterns

(rank orders 4.5 ;ﬁ).lz '

Sincé the patterns with overall rank 4.5 - 7 are not significantly

different/from the three wost frequent patterns, it is necessary to examine

them more closely to see if they may be of some linguistic 1nterest.13

None of these patterns appears to be explainable in theoreéically interest-

ing terms. Furthermore, there is no reason to believe that native speakers

of English judge either sentence (la) or (1b) to be unacceptable for any

*

linguistically interesting reasons. Since one or both of these sentences

was rejected by the informants exhibiting the patterns i R DL L

and -+-+, it is likely that these people interpreted 'acceptable' in some

Jway different from that which was intended. Such an explanation does not

help with the pattern ++=+, which rémains completely unaccounted for,
The failure of the all acceptance pattern (++++) to dibfer

+ieniticantly from the less frequently occurring patcefns does not
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neéessarily show that it does not exist as a viable lect. Combining
‘the data from the self-paced and the timed groups allows the multinomial

test ‘to detecc six differences between this pattern and the 13 1east

frequent patterns at p<.01 and seven differences at p<.05. This suggests' s
‘that the pattern is infrequent enough to require between 300 and 400
inforﬁants to Be detected as significant by this statistical test. Forn
practical purposes it is fair to assume that the péttern exists.,

To sumnarize the results of the statistical tests employed, the
existence of the basic patterns found in Studies 1-3 has been confirmed.
The order effect noted by Greenbaum (1973) has also been confirmed, sug-
gesting that linguists shovld take special precautions to insure that a
!t;ndency by naive ianformants to reject eaily sentences not 1ead to
lnaccqrace analyses ‘of the data. The results of the analysis of variance
' proced?res strongly ;uggest that if fitat reactions are desired to sentences
with th complexity of (1), it is betcer to tell informants to work as
;quickly as possible than it is to force them to respond at £ive second
intervals. The Scheffé-type multinomial analysis provi;;s a foundation
for the argument that the all accéptance pattern and patterns of Types 2

and 3 deserve linguistic explanation while the remaining response patterms,

in particular the Type 1 pattern, do not.

t.




2.

4.

5.

6.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 3 S

These conclusions are, of course, necessary only if a transformational

analysis is adopted. Arguments for rejectibg an interpretive analy-

sis of these data are ptesentéd ih_Chapter 4, .

e

The problem amounts to finding a way to prevent Passive from applying

to the output of ru]es that have applied after it on the fing; cycle.

f N .

The semiorderin& hypothesis can be conceived of as claiming that no

"pair of rules is extrinsically ordered unless one (or both) of the rules

a

.-qontains an explicit condition in jits structural description requiring

- that it not apply before or after the other rule.

Strictly speaking this constraint is consistent with the current data

 but is not necessarily entailed by it.

Rule (97) in Chapter 2 contains a somewhat rore precise formulation

of this structural index.

Study 3 was embedded in a larger study reported in part by Elliott,

!

Legum, and Thompson (1969).

Usually a phrase like 'would you ever say this sentence given the
appropriate circumstances' seemed to convey the nature of the task

well.

In addition the words 'You will have five seconds per sentence,'’

were added by the test administrator at the end of the instructions

88 Qi
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for the timed group. With the exception of this sentence, the timed

instructions are identical to those used by Greenbaum,

Two large psychology sect@ons_at Dominguez Hills were given two Latin
“ kY

squares each: one sectioéiwas timed and the other self-paced..

\

{

Although the scores for sentences given -in second position were

) different enough from those of the following sentences to reach prob;'

ability lévels of p<.05, this criterion is not stringent enough to be
statistically significant because the ﬁotal number of comparisigns
must be taken into account. lhccepting a'signifidance level of p<.05
for any of the gix comparisons in“Table 6 would allow the proBability
of one or moreféf the compariséns being falsely declared significant
to be. as léggé as .30, a scientifically unacceptaﬁle leVei. Using a
significance level of p<.001 for each of the tests insurgs that the
probability of one or more of the comparisons Being falsely declared

significant does not exceed .006.

Since 16 post hoc tests are being made on this set of means (including
six tests in Table 8, six tests in Table 9, and four comparisons of
the timed versus self-paced groups-—-one for each sentence) it is
necessary that the criterion level ror:the individual tests be set

at p<.003 to insﬁre that the chance of one or more of the comparisons
being falsely declared significant is less than .05. Thus although
the difference between sentences (lc) anﬁ (1d) for the self-paced
group occurred with probability less than .0l, so many tests have

been made that even this relatively low probability cannot be arc.pted

<q

o
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as -proof of a difference in the absence of other corroﬁorating evidence

such as that discusse& below.

3

Alphough the theoretical foundations for the tests reported in Tables

15 and 16 are complex (for'details see Miller, 1966: 215-218) the

computations are quite simple. .In_addition, the assumpt;Pns that

the Scheffé-type multinomial test places on the daéa are minimal:

the obsérvations are not assumed to be normally diétributed and the

observations can be qualitative. No order is assumed among the cate-

gories. The critical theoremq.hFQe,\éowever, been proved onl; for

large sample sizes. 1If a difg%iznce between two proportions in ©o
Tables 15 and 16 is larger thén the value of the ;ssociated function |
calculated from equatioh 67{ then the difference is significant at

level a. o /

/

‘ - 2 '
a. F(Pi’Pj’N’C’a) = z(a, C)._\//Pi + Pj - (Pi P{)
N 2

Where Pi and Pj are the two proportions, N is the number of informants,

C is the number of theoretically cbservable response patterns, and
It

z(u4,C) 1s defined by formula (b).

z(a,C) -y2/2 )
ay

-

o
where =
< 2 |C
2
Formula (b) has the form of the normal probability function. Convenient

tables for (b) are available in many statistics texts and such standard

100
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woth‘as Prarson and Hartley (1958, Table 4). ' -

/,' ) -

1hrbe four patterns are also not significantly different Erom any

f the less frequently occurring patterns at pg.0S.



CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSION

&

In Chapter 2 the rules of Adverb Prepoging and Oblique Equi-NP
beletion were motivated to account for the behavior of Ehiigfclauses and
certain related adverbial c%auses. No conclusiéns were reached on the ‘
;crdering relation between Oblique Equi-N. Deletion and Passive because
of .the uncertainty about which combination of assuﬁptiohs should be
adonted regarding alternative metatheoretical cqééﬁrgints on the order
of rule apﬁliuatiau (all rules extrinsically ordere&, some rules extrin-
" sically ordered, or no rules estrinmsically 6rdered) énd whether a lowér-S
analysis or a higher~S analysis of adverb131 ¢1auses should be preferred.
Differént combinations ‘of énswers to the rule ordering question and the
surface-like versus abstract source for adverbial cliuses were sﬁown to
~allow the comstructicn ot fourldifférent sets of gfémﬁ;¥a. Each giammar
makes distinétive predictions about potential responses to requests for
" acceptability judgments to sentences like (la-d).
1.  a. The people saw Mary while enjoying themselves.
b. Mary was seen by the people while enjoying herself-.
c. Mary was seen by the people vhile enjoying themselves.
d. The people saw Mary while enjoying herself.

In Chapter 3, 345 informants' reSpdnses to such requests are
reported. These data clearly establish the existernce of response patterns
of the type predicted by prammars of Types 2 and 3. The fact that only
13 (0.9%) cf the informants eghibited the response pattern predicted by
grnmmérs of Type 1, provides, in the absence of any contrary data, a
strong argument for adopting theoretical positions which prohibit writing
sramuears of this kind,

92
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0f - the alternative analyses discussed in Chapter 2, only a -
thuory:allowing a highéf-s analysis with either all or some rules extrin-
sioally ordered allows grammars of both Tyﬁés&Z and 3 while prohibiting

grahmars of Type 1. Type 2 grammars requife‘that Passive apply before

V.Ubllque Lqui-NP Deletion. This order of application can be guaranteed

b

. either by extrinsically orderlng Passxve before Oblique Equi-NP Deletion

or by invoking a principle such as Chomsky s (1973: p. 243) .Strizt Cycle
Condition to block the application of Passive after the rul. of Adverb
Lowering has created a structure to which Oblique Equi-NP Deletion can
(EIR

apply. _ - -

Under the higher-S analysis, Type 3 grammars can be conotructed
eéther by ordering Oblique Equi-NP Deletion before Passive or by allowing
he rules to be unordered with respect. to each other., Both ordering
dSbumptiOnb allow Passive to apply on the first cyulo (the surface main
clause cycle) and Oblique Equi-NP Deletion to apply oo a following cycle | *
after Adverb Lowering has applied. The only way tbat Passive can be
allowed to apply after Oblique Equi-NP Deletion, as Type 3 grammars
requlre, is to allow Passivo a second chance to apply, on the higher
cycle. Suco a formulation has the serious disadvantage of violating the
Strict Cycle Condition, Simply restating tho condition in such a way
as to allow the reapplication of Passive to :he surface main clause
after Adverb Lowering has applied is not an acceptable alternative.
Such a restatement would also allow Passive ﬁo apply after any rule
which is extrinsically ordered after Passive. As example (2) illustrates

for the case of For-Dative Movement, the mere add*tion of an adverbial

103
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to un otherwise unacceptable sentence whose deyivation violates strict
s o

.

cyclicity does not make the sentence acceptab-lé.1
-2 a. *John was picked out a tie by Mary.
¢ b. *John wis pickad out a tic by tary while she was

shopping at Nieman Marcus.

. These considerations raise grave doubts as to.the tenability of the

higher-S analysis.,
The lower=S analyéis, aé formulated in Chapter 2, can produce
grammars of Type 2 only if Passive can be extvinsically orderad before

Ohlique Ecui-NP Deletion. It can allow grammars of Type 3 oaly if

Passive and Oblique Equi-NP Deletion are not extrisically orderea with

respect to each other. Thus under the lower-§ analysis it is necessary
to adopt:a grammaticzl theory which allows both extrinsically ordered
and uno}dered rules. Within such a grammatical theory, however, there
is no way to prohibit a lower-S analysis of Type 1, which could be |
constiucted bv extrinsically ordering Obliqré Equi-NP Deletion before
P;ssive. ' ;

Under the lower-S analysis tiere is a straight-forward way to
construct both Type 2 and Type 3 grammars using aj interpretive rather
than a transformational explénation. Sucli an acouvunt would posit an
interpretive rule that .identifics the subjects ?% subje:tless while-
;lauses. Under the assumpticn that intespretive rules apply at the /
end of each cycle after all transformational rules have applied, Type 2

grammars could be constructed by limiting the controller NP in the matrix-

clause to the surface subject of the clause., Type 3 grammars could be

10"
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“constructed by allowing th« controller NP to be z2ither the surface

subject or the'agent of the main clause. Type 1 grammars can, however,

"y

also be constructed using the ;nterpfetive analysis: The controller NP
of the interpretation rule would be limited to the agent of the main . -,
clause. Thus the interpretive analysis also makes the claim that the

: /
nonoccurrence of Type 1 grammars is

4

accidental. The in“erpfetive analysis‘ ot
has the disadvantage of requi;ing the use of tne non-natural class \
[subject of or ageﬁt of]. .It does not, oa the otner hand, force Lhe\ -
transformational component of the grammar to contain unorderéﬁzpaiis of
rﬁles. The transformational version of the lower-S analysis can alse
avoid the use of unordered rules by adopting the non-natgral class | oo
[subject of or Agent of] as part of the structural description of the
Oblique Equi-NP Deletion rule for Type 3 grammars.
Neither higher=-S analyses of the type favoréd by generative
semanticists nor lower-S analyses of the type favored by interpretative
semanticists can satisfactorily account for the;range of observed
lects., Choosing the former requires th.t an alternative be fouad to the
Strict Cycle Condition, while :hoosing the latter necessitates rhe claim
that the nonoccurrence of Type 1 grammars is an acciden;al matte. and
requires the use of the ad hoc class: [subject of or agent of].
One currently untapped data source that may help to resolve

o

this dilemma is first language acquisitior. Since children are exposed
to conflicting idiolects, it is possible that the rule of Oblique Equi-NP v -
Deletion undergoes numerous changes during the course of language

acquisition. It is conceivable that the bare outlines of the rule,

involving deletion under identity, are #cquired first and that various

Eale
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constraints on the application'of the rule are learned later, Such
constraints could'include restrictions on the ordgr of fﬁle app}ication
(if a semiordered mode! is adopted) or the restriction of the an;ecedegt
controller NP to some combinatiea of the categories subject or agen. of the
sp:faceAmain clause. If-;hiid grammars of Type 1 can be found, then the
‘- necessity of a lower-S analysis will be shown. If no grammars of - Type 1
can beAtound, the plausibility of lower-$ analyses will be diminished.
A second approach that Has the potential of proving the
. existéhpe of Type 1 grammars is to‘identify informants respondingﬁto
the senfgnces of (1) with Type 1 patterns and to analyze their idiolects
'in greaté& detaii.z There is of course no way to prove the nonexistence
of a potential lect. Fo% this reason the lower-S analysis cannot in
principle be disproved on the basis of questions about the interaction
of 0Oblique Equi-NP Deletion and Passive.

Although no definitive explana&%pn for the behavior of English
while-clauses has been provided, ic\ia—cfgar that the simultaneous
consideration of several coexistent lects has greatly narrowed the

- class ?f grammars that can correctly account for theée phenomena.
[t has beeﬁ shown, moreover, that neither surfacism nor abstract grammar
as currentiy concejved can satisfactorily account for the data. That
the variation found in the acceptability judgment studies is real as

opposed” to aritfactual is beyond doubt. It is clear that grammatical

theory must be shaped so as to allcw the censtruction of grammars for

each nbservable lect. It is equally clear that a grammatical theory

A Ngee
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which can account for the differences between the observed lects in a

naturaluway is preferable to one that cannot. Furt} ‘more, a grammatical
. * //,hﬂr .

theory that prohibits the construction of grammars for lects that have

\

i ‘not been observed is to be preferred over a grammatical theory that

»

i

‘' allows such grammars, on the grounds that the former theory is more

\\\:;;hlgb}y_ndnstrained and thus more easily falsified than the latter.

—

[P
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* see Fillmore (1965). CN\
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 4

For arguments showing that For-Dative Movement appiies after Passive
\

\

N

Such an appfbach was not feasible with the informants in Study 4 why

\,

exhibited the Type 1 pattein because their data were collected in such®.

a way as to guarantee their anonymity. The two informants in the

~earlier studizs who have this pattern are no longer accessible,

‘
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APPENDIX: SKETCH OF ENGLISH ADVERBS

1

A.0 Introduciion

T m—— PR v

The traiitional definition of adverb is 'a word that modifies a
Verb; an adjective, or another adverb' (Curme,'1947). Although this
definition has some merit, dictionaries and some séhool grammars have also
typically called se%éral other small groups of words adverbs. 1In general,;
if a word 1s noticléarly identifiable .& 2 noun, verb, adjective, conjunc-
tion, or preposiﬁion, it has been fair game as an adverb. Thus, the
expletive there; the responses yes and no; attention signals such as well,

oh, and now; inte;rogative Jh-words; not as a sentence negator; subordinating

conjunctions such as becarse, although, after, when, and whenever; and’verb

particles have all been classed as adverbs at one time Jr another (Gleason,
1965).

It has been shown.elsewhere (Legum, 1968; Fraser, 1965) that verb
particles are adjective phrases and prepositions dominated by a category
particle. Katz and Postal (1964) have shown that interrogative wh-words
are pro forms of noun phrases which may reasonably bé considered adverbs.
The expletive is now believed to have a transformational origin (Jacobs &
Rosenbaum, 1968). Yes and no responses and attention signals will be
arbitrarily excluded from this study on the grounds that they are intuitively
less closely connected to sentences than any of the other categories under
discussion. Not is clearly in a class by itself and will also be excluded
from direct study. It may, in fact, be reasonable to call some of the

subordinating conjunctions adverbs, but we will not pre-judge the question.

39
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Ehcludyng wh-words and bubordinating conjunctions, the words

~

~which may redsoqably be taken to satisfy the traditional definition of

) adverh fall into three natural classes. words which modify noun phtases,

[

words which modify adjectives, and words which modify verb phrases and
> Ly , '
.séntences. ! /Following Gleason (1965),/these classes will be referred to

as limiters, intensifieré; and adverbsr respectively.

! j
' ‘ i
A.1l Limiters '

j Unly a small number of words seem to be able to modify noun

phrases. ;These include just, only, and merelx.as in (1) through (6).

. ' just a boy ‘
» 1. He gave the job(s) to {only {the boys .
merely
just a bo Y.
2. He gave the job(s) {only to {the goys}"
merely
just a boy '
. y .
3. He gave ‘only {the boys} the job(s).
merely o
’just ,
4. He saw {only a boy.
merely
. { Just
5. ({Only a boy could do that.
| Merely
. just
6. He is clearly (only a boy.
merely

Since these words also modify verb phrases, as in (7) and (8), it is

appropriate to describe them as phrase modifiers.2

110
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Just -
7. He {only called you a name, he didn't hit you.
merely ‘
Just
8. { Only tell me your desires, and I will see that they
- { Merely

are satisfied.

Ability of a word to modify a noun phr;se in one of the positions
illustrated in (1)-(6) doeé not guarantee the ability to modify that noun
.phrase in other seétehtial positions. For instance, barely and scarcely
can replacé the limiters in senténces (), (3), (4), (6), and possibly (5),
but not in senténce (2). Since (1) throuéh (3) are all instances of
indirect objects, we are lead to the suspicioﬁ that these examples repre-
sent more than one kind of modification.

Closer examination of sentences (1)-(3) lends support to this
hypothesis. Consider in’parficular the sentences (9a-c).

| 9. a. He gave the jobs to just a boy.
b. He gave the jobsljust to a boy.
c¢. He gave just a boy the jobs.
Sentences (9a) and (9c) share the reading (10), while sentences (9b) and
(9¢) share the reading (11).

10, He gave the jobs to a mere tyke.

11. He limited his job giving to one boy. (No adults and no

girls got jobs.)

Sentence (9a) must have a structure closer to (12) than to (13).

1114
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he | gave the jobs - to just a boy

13. S
/\ /
V/N]P o NP

he gave the jobs to just a boy

It (13) were the structure of (9a) it should be possible to derive, among
others, questions (14) and (15).

14, To just whom did he give the jobs?

15. *Wham did he give the jobs to just?
It is clear, however, that the just in (14) is not the same as the just in
(9a), and (15) is not acceptable at all. Similarly, (13) predicts that

(16) can be acceptably derived by relativization and (17) by clefting.
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15. *The boy whome he gave the.jobs to just is a‘fri;hétof mine.
17. *It was a boy that he gave the jobs to just.
"Structure (12), on the.other hand, correctly, predicts that both (l6)qand
(17) will be ungrammatical (and henc; unacceptable). |
A problem arises at thig point. If (14) can occur at ail, why
can't (15), (16), and (17)? One,possible answer is that the just of (14),
which means something like,’precisely' or ’exactly,’ is transformationally -
attached to a noun phrase after Wh-Fronting and Clefting have applied.
This explanation has the advantage of prohibiting (18), kl9), and (20),
if we make the natural assunption that when the object of a preposition
is mbved stranding ghe prepositiog, the NP nodeldominating the preposition
is pruned.
g 18. *Whom did he give the jobs just to?
19. *The boylﬁhom he gave the jobs just to is a friend cf mine.
20. *It was a boy that he gave the jobs just to.
At the same time, this analysis correctly predicts that (21) is aéceptable
and synonymous with (14). :
21. Just whom did he give the jobs to?
Cleft senténces like (22) and (23) are also correctly predicted to be
acceptable,

22. It was to just a boy (that) he gave the jobs.

23. It was just a boy (that) he gave the jobs to. /
A dittficulty arises, however, with relativization. Under this analysi#,

(24) and (25) should be acceptable, but are not.
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24, *The Boy just whom he gave the jobs to is a friend of mine.

25. *The boy to just whom he gave the jobs is a friend of mine.

These sententes can be blocked by prgventing limiters from being
attached to relative wh-forms but not to question forms.3 This restriction
can make use of the distinction between wh-forms which allows some relative -
wh's to be realized as that: wh-forms which may be realized as that may
not undergo limiter attachment.

| This analysis correctly predicts that-jggg_cen be attached to

wh-words introducing embedded questions as in (26).

26. I asked.just who hé saw.
Apparent counterexamples such as (27) can be showﬁ to be embedded questions
rather than relative clauses. |

27. 'Ilknow (just) which boy you saw.
Although it is possible to replace the which in (27) by that, the structure
is not the same. For iﬁstance, in (28) EHEE isva determiner.

28.- I know (just) that boy you saw.
Furthermore, 'unreduced' sentences corresponding to (27) do not alloﬁ
modification by just.

29, a. I know the boy (*just) who you saw.

b. I know the one (*just) who you saw.

Further justification for considering the which of (27) a question
form rather than a relative comes from the fact that it is translated as a
question word rather than a relativizing word in a number of Indo-European
languages (including Icelandic and Hindi) as well as non-Indo-European
languages (e.g., Hebrew) which, maintain morphological distinctions between

relative forms and question forms.
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An alternative eéxplanation might cl.aim that the»ﬁggg.which appears
before question wh-forms as in (14) and (21) is a distinct lex#ggi\Item
from the other instances of just so far discussed. This amalysis would rule
out (24) and (25) by restricting Just-Attachment to words which have not
undergone Wh-Attachmeut, and would necessitate devising other means of
attaching the just of (14) and (21) to quesiion wh's. A distinction would
stilngé réélired between question and relative Eh's. In addition, we would
have to set up a form which is cloéely related in meaning to vther pomophonous
forms and in compiementary distribution with them. For these reasons
the separate lexic;l item analysis can be rejecte&.

L}m}ter attachment may be similar to the Ne -Postpos%ng rule
poétulated by Labov (1972:p.191) in that neither rule can attach an item
.to the subject NP.5 In the case of Black English, Neg-Copying copies a
neg which is at;aﬁhed‘to a verb phrase onto any noun phrase to the right
of the verb. A parallel analysis wbuld account for the strangeness of some
limiters (e.g., scarcely) when attached to subject’NP's. Under this anal-
ysis it would be necessary to assﬁme that some limiters are introduced
attached to NP's by the phrase structure rules, while other limiters are
introduced attached to VP's or S's and then optionally attached to NP';
by limiter attachment.

It might appear that copular sentences would have to be treated
as a special case by such a transformation because we can find limiters

following the copula but none preceding.

just
0. He is only a boy.
merely)
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just. ) kR . , ,

31, *He {orly " is a boy. o : . : P
merely’ ‘ .

At first giance it would seem éhat we need to wake limiter attachmeﬁt
ébligatory for.copul5r sentences. This is, in facg,:unnecessary if we
accept Bach's (1967) praposél for introducing copulas in the auxiliary. _ N
Since the limiter ias introdu;ed,gn the VP node and the copula is introduced

on, the AUX node, the ccpula will automatically be to the left of the limiter ‘Aﬁ

\ =

whether or not limiter attachment moves the limiter. v _ : S

This analysis also has the advantage of providing a simple expla- -
[}

N\

nation for a large set of words which appear to modify both NP's and VP's N

\

but do not share the mobility of limiters. Consider examwples (32) and (33).

rconstant;y 3
continually
eternally
eventually
finally
subsequently
ultimately
32. He was J briefly » a hero.
frequently
promptly
quickly
rapidly
rarely
suddenly
\surely o
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i ¢ ustantly
contirually
eternally
eventually
fiaally
stksequently .
ultimately : ' £

. 33, He { briefly talked to anyone who wduld listen, A
- frequently : : '

promptly

quickly

rapidly

rarely

suddenly
' . \ surely

None of these words can replace the limiters in sentences (1), (3), vr (4).
Under. Bach's creatmentAof the copula, the examples in (32) can be seen to
be not nour phrase modification,'but a §pecia1 sase of verb phrase modifi- -
cation. |
One difficulty arises with this analysis because of sentences like
(34). .‘ ‘ .
just '

34. Mary {only } has a small bank account. .
(merely

Bach suggests that have be introduced in the AUY node in ihe same manner as

tﬁe copula. If have and be are in fact treated alike, then (34) should be
unacceptable. Since Bach's reasons for treating have and be alike are
largely independent, we could side-step the protlem by insisting that pos-
sessive have be introduced in the same way as other English verbs.

In summary, it has been suggested that limiters can be introduced
into the phrase structure attached to noun phrases and verb phrases. Limiters
attached to verb phrases can optionally be wnoved to NP's which follow them.

It appears that limiters occur in the positions indicated in examples (1),

(3), (4), (), and (7) above, but that many non-limiters can also occur in

4149



. : 109

Besides modifying adjectives, intensifiers also modify certain
iy-adverbs, In general, if au 'ntensifiar modifies an adjective, then it
also modifies the cor.csponding ly-adverb. Fur:.hermore, if an intensifier

' dues not modifv a given adjective, then 1i: also does not modify thez corres-

ponding ly-adverb. Thus, we find the combinations in (39) but not those

in (40).8
- - 19. fvery hurried{ly)
; real iprompt(ly)
: pretty quick(ly)
i fairly quiet (1y)
| awfully’ ksudden(ly) ,
: awtul _
too
more
(most
40, fvery *absolute(ly)
real ] *aternal(ly)
pretty { 4*eventua1(1y) ‘

‘ fairly *initial(ly)

{ awfully } *subsequent (1y)
awful *ultimate(ly)
too

- ‘ more
‘ kmost )

The datu presented in (39) and (40) can be aczounted for by the
tollowing three hypotheses:

41, Ly-adverbs are transformationally derived from the
corresponding adjectives (without ly).

4?. An adjective can be modified by uny intensifier if and only
if it can be modified by all intensifier:.

43, 1t an adjective can be modified by an intensifier, then the
corresponding ly-adverb can also be modified by that

intensilier,

49 Q
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{1, hypothesis (43) can be sustained, it would be stremg evidence for

(4i)} {43) is, of coursé, predicted by (41).
i " There are a small number of exceptions to (41). 'Fof example,
‘Eggggzlis too far removed in meaning {rom hard for a transformational
: derivaLion of the one from the other to be acceptable. Such axceptiouns
can be eésily'handled by having separate lexical entries ior the two words
and warking hard as an exception to the rule posited by (41). This analysis

is supported by the fact that the intencifiers listed in (39) and (40) can

occur with hard but not with hardly.’

There are .lsc a number of exceptions to (42). All of these are
also exceptions to (43): In each case a specific intersifieir is able to
modify an adjective but notAthe corresponding ézfad;érb. Csnsider, for
example, (44) and (45).

( pretty }
44. Her decision seemed {awful final.
awfully)
A4 (*pretty
45. She had decided {*awful } finilly.
*awfully

For reasons which remain obscure, most of .the examples of this nature occur

with adjectives which cannot occur with the intensifiers very, real, moce,

and most. Thus, (46) is unacceptable as well as (47).

very
‘ real
. * -3 inal )
46. *Her decision seem more £
most

very
real
more
most

47. *She had decided finally.
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The list of specific intensifiers which can occur with an adJective‘but
not with its corresponding ly-adverb, varies from adjective to gdjecgive.
As a comparison of (44) and (46) will lllustrate, aﬁtempts to provide
semantic explanations for these co-occu;rence restrictions seam futile.
Thus, it appears that in addition to whatever mechanism is used to mark
adjectives'as being modifiable or unmodifishle by intensifiers in general,
it will be necessary to account s¢parately for exceptions which violate
hypothesis (42). The same mzchanism which restricts modification by
intensifiers can be used to block Ly-Adverb Formation in just those cases’y
in which an_gxceptional intensifier has been attached to an.adjective.ll
Notice that some mechanism for blocking Ly-Adverb Formation is required
independ%ntly, to exclude the formation of tally from tall and fastly from

fast.,

The adjectives in (39) and (40) are distinguishable in that the
‘absoluteness of the.latter set allows no comparison or inténsificacion.
.It aay be that a semantic feature [absolute] is all that is necessaf& to
distinguish these scis ui adjectxves.‘z | |

An interesting property of 1ntenéifiers is that they can be
used to distinggish between deverbal adjectives and participles.rJTﬁus,
telling can be seen to be an adjective in (48a) while it is clearly a
present participle in (48b).

48. a. It was a very telling point.

b. The salesman was (*very) telling us about a car.
Some speakers can accept (49a) but not (49b).
49, a. John was very surprised at Mary.

b. ?John was very surprised by Mary.
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It is clear that surprised in (49a) must be an adjective. Surprised inm-
(49b) must also be an adjective fér those speakers who find (49b) accepg;
able, for there is no corresponding active sentence with very.

50. *Méry very surprised John.
Those speakers who find.(49b)'unacceptab1e can be accounted for by simply
noting that -without the very this sentence can be the passive of (51).

51. Mary surprised John. ’ ¢

52, John was surprised by Mary.
For such speakers,‘(49a) is a copulér sentence with a deverbal adjective
surprised, whlle the verb of (49b) and (52) is surprised with the copula
acting as a passive auxiliary. |

Clearer cases of -ed serving as a derivationzl suffix can be

found in words such as cross-eyed, long-leggped, and possibly naked and ’

rugged. Some of these adjectives can occur with intensifiers while others
cannot.
real long-legged

p.efty *naked

53. He was very cross-eyed
fairly rugged

A.3 Adverbs
5/' True adverbs, as distinguished from limiters and intensifiers
/ are able to appear sentence finally as in (54).
/ 54, John gave his books to Mary | yesterday

suddenly
frequently
deliberately

They are unable to appear between verbs and following 'kernel' noun

phrases except with parenthetical or appositive intonation.
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I./'

yesterday

55. *john gave | Suddenly his books to Mary.
frequently

deliberately
The latter fact distinguishes true adverbs from limiters while the former

distinguisﬁes them from intensifiers.

Just

56. a. John gave {only } his books to Mary.
merely : -

’ very
b. *John gave his books to Mary ¢ real .
pretty )
Of the many distinguishing characteristics of one-word adverbs, .
those illustrated by (54) and (55) have been chosen because they also apply

to what are traditionally called adverbial clauses and phrases. Thus, the

sentences of (57) are acceptable while those of (58) are not.

57. a. John gave his books to Mary ¢ after he kissed her

hd because he liked her (
{while thinking of Sue’

on* Friday afternoon }

b. John gave his books to Mary {in the garden
with a foolish smile

becausé he liked her
58. a. *John gave

after he kissed her } his books to Mary.
while thinking of Sue

b. *John gave ir the garden } his books to Mary.

on Friday afternoon
{with a foollsh smile
The classification systems which have been proposed for true
adverbs and the movement rule$ which apply to them will not be dealt with
at this point. 1t is sufficient for the purposes of the present sketch to
note that the semantic force of these adverbs is to modify entire verb

phrases or senteunces rather than specific verbs, adjectives, nouns, Or noun

phrases.
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" NOTES TO, APPENDIX

No claim is being made at this point about the necessity or

impossibility of distinguishing between VP and S.

Limiters are usually treated as a part of the determiner system and
called prearticles (e.g., Thomas, 1965). Ability to modify VP's and
prepositional phrases demonstrates that limiters have more grammatical '

functions than a prearticle analysis can describe.
»

This analysis was suggested by Sandra Thompson (personal communication).

The embedded question a;g&pents were suggested by Robert Berdam (per-

sonal communication).

See Labov (1972) for a discussion gf7negative concord and negative
attachment in several dialects of English. Labov's rule of Neg-

Placement plaées neg in preverbal position. Neg-Postposing, which

t~llowe Nep-Placement, has the form

S.D. W [+NEG] X Indetermininate NP
1 2 3 4
S. 1. 1 @ 3 2+4

(36b) is, of course, acceptable with an emphatic too. Emphatic too
i not an ‘ntensifier. Too with the meaning 'also' is not an

intensifier, either.

The union of the set of limiters and the set of intensifiers is

nearly the same as Fries's Group D (Fries, 1952). See also Gleason
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(1965). Note that while quite behaves like an intenéifier in (35)-~(38)

it also behaves like a limiter in (1), (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7,

but not (2) and (8). Thus, the status of quite is unclear. It does

--------

classes,

Acceptability judgments for specific pairs may vary from person to

person. Scme speakers, for instuuce, may reject real hurried and

real hurriedly. As long as both the adjective and the corresponding
adverb are rejected, these examples still illustrate the point being

made.

Distinguishing hard and hardli in. the lexicon has diachronic justifi-
cation as well as synchronic justification. Bloomfield (1933) notes
that "the 0l1d English adjective heard 'hard' underlay two adverbs,

hearde and heardliche; the former survives in its old relation, as

hard, but the latter, hardly, has bee: isolated in ile remotely
transferred meaning of 'barely, scarcely,' through loss of interme-

diate meanings such as 'only with difficulty.'"

There may be some dialectal or idiolectal variation with the sentences

ol (46),

This analysis of 'exceptional' intensifier-adjective pairs is sumewhat
complex. If it is in fact valid, one would expect that: (a) children
would exhibit difficulty in learning such exceptions to exceptions; and

(i) adults would show a high degree of inter~individual variation.

i terminoloyy was suggested by Norman Gary (personal communication).

124



BIBLIOGRAPHY

!

Anderson, $. R. and Kiparsky, R. (Eds.) A Festschrift for Morris Halle.

7 New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973,

LGBl M ¢ o8 g et B8 P g g - E e s e BE e 2800 T A (Y 8 Bt SL e S [ 810 G BT S DA SR o SO TOH M ® b O e A § 8 PG ISNIemm e s = AL wPitmtT e a4 e ems -

Bach, E. Anti-pronominalization. Unpublished manuscript, University of

Texas at Austin, 1969.

Bach, E. Have and be in English syntax. Language, 1967, 43(2), 462-485.

Bailey, C-J. N. Variation and linguistic theory. Arlington, Virginia:

Center for Applied Linguistics, 1973.

Berdan, R. Have/got in the speech of children. Technical Note No.
TN-2-72-57, December 5, 1972, SWRL Educational Research and Develop-

ment, Los Alamitos, California.

Berdan, R. Have/got in the speech of anglo and black children. Professional
Paper 22, February 1973, SWRL Educational Reseaxch and Development,

l.os Alamitos, California.

Binnick, R. I., Davison, A., Green, G. M., and Morgan, J. L. (Eds.)

Papers from thc Fifth Regional Meeting of the Chicapo Linguistic

Yociety. Chicago: Department of Linguistics, University of Chicago,

1969,
Bloomt ield, L. Languasge. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1933.

Bowers, 1. Adjectives and adverbs in English. Bloomington: Indiana

University Lingulstics Club, 1970a.

116




117

Bowers, J. A note on remind. Linpguistic Inquiry, 1970b, 1, 559-560,

Bolinger, D. L. Semantic ovérloading: A restudy of the verb remind.

Language, 1971, 47, 522-547.

Bresnan, J. W. Theory of complementation in English syntax. Cambridge,

Massachusetts: MIT Press, forthcoming.

Bresnan, J. W. Syntax of the comparative clause construction in English.

Linguistic Inquiry, 1973a, 4(3), 275-343,

Bresnan, J. W. 'Headless' relatives. Amherst, Massachusetts: University

of Massachusetts, Ditto, November 19, 1973b.

.

Carden, G. Dialect variation and abstract syntax. In Shuy, R. (Ed.)

The Georgetown Linguistic Forum, Washington, D.C.: Georgetown

University Press, 1973, 1-34.

Chwomsky, N. ASyntactic Structures. Janua Linguarum, No. 4. The Hague:

Mouton, 1957,

Chomsky, N. Remarks on Nominalization. In Jacobs, R. A. and Rosenbaum,

P. S. (Eds.) Readings in English Transformational Grammar. Waltham,

Massachusetts: Ginn, 1970,

Chomsky, N. Conditions on transformations. In Anderson, S. R. and

Kiparsky, P. (Eds.) A Festschrift for Morris Halle. New York:

Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973, 232-286.

Cox, D. R. Planning of Experiments. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1958.




T——

118

Cochran, W. G. and Cox, G. M. Experimental Designs. 2nd Edition. New York:

John Wiley & Song,, 1957. o : T

Curme, G. O. English Grammar. New York: Barnes & Noble, 1947.

S N e e Trrre )

*Elliott, D.; Legum, S. E., and Thompson, S. A. Syntactic variation as
linguigtic data. In Binnick, R. I., Davison, A., Green, G. M., and

Morgan, J. L. (Eds.) Papers from the Fifth Regional Meeting of the oy

Chicago Linguistic Society. Chicago: Department of Linpuistics,

University of Chicago, 1969, 52-39.

Emonds, J. E. Root and Structyre-preserving transformations. Bloomington,
j

Indiana: Indiana University Linguistics Club, 1970.

Fillmore, C. J. Indirect Object Constructions in English and the Ordering

of Transformations. The Hague: - Mouton, 1965.

Fodor, J. D. Like subject verbs and causal clauses in English.  Journal

of Linguistics, 1974, 10(1), 95-110.

Fraser, J. B. An examination of the verb-particle construct.: in English,

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1960,

Fries, C. C. The Structure of English: An Introduction to the coenstruction

of English Sentences. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1952.

Geis, J. Some Aspects of Verb Phrase Adverbials in English. University of

[l1linois at Urbana-Champaign doctoral dissertation, 1970. University

Microfilms No. 71-5102.

490




[ ]

: ‘ 119

\ i
. Geis, M. Adverbial subordinate clause§ in English. Unpublished doctoral

.dissertation, Massachusetts Instityte of Technology, 1970.

;
Gleafon, H.

Linguistics and English grampar. New York: Holt, Rinehart .

= mmm e tmna aee JPo PP SN

' y& Winston, 1965.

Greenbaum, S. Informant elicitation of data on syntactic variationm.

Lingua, 1973, 31, 201-212.

Jackendoff, R. Some rules of semantic interpretatlon for English.
Doctoral dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technolbgy, 1969.

Substantially revised and published as Semantic Interpretation in

Cenerative Grammar. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press, 1972.

Jackendoff, R. The base rules for prepositional phrases. In Anderson,

S. R. and Kiparsky, P. (Eds.) A Festschrift for Morris Halle.

‘ New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973, 345-356.

Jacobs, R. A., & Rosenbaum, P. S. English Transformational Grammar.

Waltham, Massachusetts: Blaisdell Publishing Co., 1968.

hS

Katz, J. J., & Postal, P, An Integrated Theory of Linguistic Descriptions.

Ccambridge, hassacnusetts: MIT Prers, 1944,

Keyser, S. J. Review of Jacobson, S. AdverlLial Positions in English.

Language, 1968, 44(2), 357-374.

Kimball, J. Remind remains. Linguistic Inquiry, 1970, 1, 56l.

‘lf)fg




120
Koutsoudas, A. The strict order fallacy. Language, 1972, 48(1), 88-96.

Koutsoudas, A., Sanders, G., and Noll, C. On the application of phonological

rules. Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Linguistics Club, 1971.

Labov, W. Language in the Inner City: Studies in Black English Vernacular.

Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1972, 130-196.

Lakoff, G. and Ross, J. R. A criterion for verb phrase constituency.

In Oettinger, A. G. (Ed.) Mathematjical Linguistics and Automatic

Translation. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Computation Laboratory,

Harvard University, 1966.

Legum, S. E. The verb-particle construction in English: Basic or derived?
In Darden, B. J., & Bailey C-J. N., & Davison, A. (Eds.), Papers from

the Fourth Regional Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society. Chicago:

Department of Linguistics, University of Chicago, 1968, 50-62.

Maling, J. M. On "Gapping and the Order of Constituents.” Linguistic

Inquiry, 1972, 3(1), 101-108.

Octtinger, A. G. (Ed.) Mathematical Linguistics and Automatic Translation.

Cambridge, Massachusetts: Computation Laboratory, Harvard University,

1966.

Pearson, E. S, and Hartley, H. 0, (Eds.) Biometrika Tables for Statisticians,

2nd Edition, Volume 1. New York: Cambridge, 1958,

479



o , : ) 121
[ ]
Parlmutter, Do Evidence for shadow prunouns in French relativization,

Unpublished paper, Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT, 1972:

Ringen, C. On argﬁments for rule ordering. Foundations of Languape, 1972,

8(2), 266-273.

Ross, J. R. Doubl-ing. Linguistic Inquiry, 1972, 3(1), 61-86.

Schreiber, P. A. English Sentence Adverbs: A Transformational Analysis.

New York University doctoral dissertation, 1968. University Micro-

films No. 69-11,847,

Shuy, R. (Ed.) The Georgetown Linguistics Forum, Washington, D.C.:

Georgetown University Press, 1973.

Stockwell, R., Schachter, P., & Partee, B, Integration of transformational
theories on English syntax, University of California, Los Angeles,

October, 1968, ESD-TR-68-419, Volumes i and 1I.

Stockwell, R., Schachter, P., & Partee, B. The Major Symtactic Structures

of English., New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973.

Thomis, 0. Transformational grammar and the teacher of English. New York:

Hoit, Rinehart and Winston, 1965.

Winer, B. J. Statistical Principles in Experimental Design. New York:

McGraw-Hill, 1962.

Wolf, M. A note on the surface verb remind. Linguistic Inquiry, 1970,

1, 96l.

4



. ref

VITA

Stanley Emanuél Legum was born in Norfolk, Virginia, on June 27, 1943,
the son of Alma Davidson Legum and Harry Legum. Afterx cpmpletiqg high
_gchool at Norfolk Academy in 1961, he entered Brown University in
Pro§idencc, Rhode Island. During the summers of 1961 and 1962 he
attended Oidﬁpominion College in Norfolk, Virginia. The summer of
1964 was spent at Le Centre du Calcui of the University of Liége, in
lidge, Belpiun. He received the degree of Bachelor of Science in
Applied Mathematics from Brown University in June 1965. During the
summer of 1965 he was employed by the Data Processing Center of 0ld
4
Dominion College. In Septedber, 1965, he entered the Graduate School
of the University of Texas at Austin as a student in linguistics., During
the summer of 1966 he attended the Linguistic Institu;e of the Linguistic
Society of America which was conducted at the University of California,
Los Angeles, Siucé September, 1968, he has been employed as Member of
the Professional Staff of the Southwestekegionél Laboratory for
Fducational Research and Development, lLos Alamitos, California, where
he has been conducting research in sociolinguistics and f;rst laﬁguage
acquisition., His publications include "The role of dialect in the
school-sociallzation of lower class children (with W. Stolz), "The
verb-particle constrruction in English: Basic or derived?'", "Syatactic r
variation as linguis ic yaté" (with D. Elliott & S. A, Thompson),
"social dialects and their implications for beginning reading instruction”
(with €. Williams & M. Lee), "On record&ug sam-les of informal speech
trom ¢lementary school children” (with é. wiliiams), "The speech of

122



young Black children in Los Angeles" (with C. Pfaff, G. Tinnie & M.

Nicholas), "Social dialects," "Review of Understanding Reading" (with

B. Cvonnell), and "On the necessity of semiordered rul-s." In 1970
’ he married Marsha Colleen Brown of Manhattan Beach, California. A

daughter, Rachel Anne, was born in 1972.

Permanent address: 511‘11th Street
Huntington Beach, Califoraia 526438

This dissertation was typed by Marilyn Speights, Lenora Dulin, and
Bobbie Stirling.

42

3



